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ABSTRACT
The Ethics Glass Ceiling: A Historical Analysis of Actions by the U.S. House of
Representatives Committee on Ethics
by
Michael James Gordon
Dr. Christopher Stream, Examination Committee Chair
Professor of Public Administration
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
The breaking of moral and ethical codes has been with humankind since history
was first recorded. As such, the public wants to know that their elected officials are held
accountable and cannot disregard enshrined legal rights without incurring broader
personal and societal consequences. Within the hallowed halls of government, the
“unrequested” House Committee on Ethics (HCE) provides the forum of accountability.
In this qualitative, historical case study, HCE documents are analyzed and both
the internal and external motivating factors behind the actions of the HCE members are
examined. Computer assisted qualitative data analysis software, namely ATLAS.ti, was
used to look at the procedural efficiency (or lack thereof) of the HCE as a natural
consequence of the committee members’ implicit public policy actions. The qualitative
study sample consisted of the entire population of official public HCE investigative
reports from 1967-2012. The unit of analysis was an individual HCE investigative report.
This dissertation finds that a partisan political agenda exists within the only
impartial Committee in Congress. The majority of the ethical allegations raised against
House Members involve financial disclosure while moral and/or character failures are
less often reported. Furthermore, the dissertation finds a lack of moral courage both from
House members as well as the Committee in that ethics on Capitol Hill is equated to
following the letter, and not the spirit, of the law.
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Additionally, the dissertation finds that it is the media and the public who exert
pressure on the House Committee to discipline the unethical behaviour of members since
it demands accountability from its leaders. Failing to live up to the mandate it has been
given leaves the HCE as an organization with little ethical will or moral courage. Due to
the lack of prior research on this Committee, the approach to this dissertation is largely
exploratory and explanatory; and hence is inductive.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Efficiency, economy, and effectiveness have been hallmark values of modern
public administration ever since Woodrow Wilson declared that “the field of
administration is a field of business” ([1887] 1941, 20). There is now a need to
add a fourth “e” – ethics – to this holy trilogy (Menzel, 2005, p. 155).

Ethics are a very important part of public administration. Regardless of whether
public administrators are elected or appointed, these officials are still stewards of the
public trust. This public trust is important because administrators deal with public policy
and, most importantly, public funds. The choices that American public administrators
face and the decisions they make on a daily basis can have a significant impact on
thousands, if not millions, of United States citizens. It is no secret that these decisions are
not always easy and often leads to ambiguous solutions. These administrators often face
“right vs. right” dilemmas. Brousseau (1995) explained right vs. right dilemmas as
“situations where there is a clear moral backing for each option, but where the two are
mutually exclusive” (p. 19). Public administrators are given a great deal of trust and
leeway by the public to make these “right vs. right” decisions almost daily1, but who is
evaluating these decisions?

1

Public administrators must often implement legislative policies in opposition to their personal moral ethos
e.g. a city clerk who issues marriage licenses but is opposed to same-sex marriage for religious reasons.

1

Who is watching the watchers? How effective can an organization be when it is in
charge of investigating itself? How seriously does an organization take ethics violations
when all of the investigations are conducted in-house? An example of this problem is the
U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Ethics (HCE) that internally investigates its
House members. Any researcher will question whether internal (or in-house)
investigations can be effective, and whether partisan politics will interfere with
conducting proper investigations?2 Even if investigations are conducted properly and
effectively, will the public pay attention and avoid re-electing an individual who
previously had ethical lapses?3 Politicians claim they are ethical and have the best
interests of their constituents in mind. The voting public claims to want ethical
politicians. Both politicians’ and voters’ behaviors may diverge from their claims,
however.
This dissertation will explore and describe the HCE members’ actions by
examining official HCE reports. It will examine the effectiveness of the House
Committee on Ethics – what the Committee does well and explore possible changes that
could be made to make the process more effective in order to lead to more frequent end
results.
The HCE originally met a need to investigate allegations of unethical behavior it
received only from other Members of Congress. The previous requisite is different from
the current need of today, which is to investigate allegations of unethical behavior it

2

“Effective” and “proper” are not used as synonyms. “Effective” refers to the end result of the
investigation whereas “proper” refers to the methods used during the ethics investigation. HCE
investigations often have no end result due to member resignation, lack of evidence etc. One can certainly
argue that if “proper” methods are not used, an “effective” result will not be reached.
3
While an attentive public may choose to re-elect an accused member [e.g. Charlie Rangel (D-NY) in
2012], re-election has been found to frequently be the rule rather than the exception.
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receives from any member of the public including other Members of Congress. As our
government has grown, so have the responsibilities of the committee grown. Ethics can
be a subjective matter, and it is ultimately incumbent upon the voters to decide whether
the HCE is actually doing its job and then voting accordingly. Unfortunately, a majority
of the members of the House of Representatives need a strong reminder of the values the
HCE represents. Menzel (2005) addressed this values issue:
Can agency leaders and public officials manage ethics in the workplace in the
same way as budgets, policies, or people are managed? Does ethics management
imply controlling the hearts and minds, not to mention behaviors, of employees?
Perhaps. (p. 157 )

While the HCE is currently the best mechanism to investigate ethical violations,
the committee has only a limited investigative scope. For example, the HCE has no
power to issue sanctions because it trusts that the full membership of the House will vote
to approve any recommendations the committee puts forth. Furthermore, the investigative
process is not simple either4. Also, if the member resigns during the investigation, the
HCE will call the process to a halt.
Despite the fact that the HCE was not created until it became a public mandate
due to public perceptions of House dishonesty, it still reminds House members to practice
proper ethics, to be the positive image of a publicly elected officer, and to maintain order
so that democracy will thrive. The intent of the HCE members should be to continue
building citizen confidence by requiring ethical behavior on the part of House members
and employees. Does having written guidelines, rules and codes increase the likelihood
4

See Chapter 2 for a complete description of the HCE investigative process.
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that officials will make better decisions based on the greater good or in the interests of
personal gain? Does the HCE go far enough? Does having an “independent” committee
with established roles and jurisdiction strengthen the House’s ability to monitor and limit
unethical behavior? Or does a mere smoke screen exist around the process? Are the
actions of the HCE just a façade or does it have teeth, and more importantly, can it help
to restore public trust in the ethical behaviour of elected officials since public officials
“…almost unanimously reject the direct claim that government morality is lower than
business morality in the United States (Bowman 1990; Bowman and Know 2008)”
(Raile, 2012, p. 2).
This dissertation proposes to research the factors behind the actions of the House
Committee on Ethics as a natural consequence of the committee members’ personal and
legislative goals.

Statement of Problem
The House Committee on Ethics is one of the least requested committees by all
members of Congress according to Hibbing (1991):
Finally, the less desirable committee category is composed of the District of
Columbia, Administration, Post Office and Civil Service and Standards of
Official Conduct (now Ethics) committees. (p. 65)

This untenable situation inevitably results in freshmen Congressmen being
assigned to this “throwaway” committee by their party leadership since “[S]enior
members of Congress will receive more valuable committee assignments than junior
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members, ceteris paribus” (Chittom & Mixon Jr, 2003, p. 165). Tolchin & Tolchin (2001)
posits that “[L]awmakers consider membership on these committees something to be
avoided at all costs, and leaders customarily have to dragoon people to serve by
promising them a variety of blandishments, such as better future committee assignments”
(p. 45). Service on this committee implies that a junior Member may have to stand in
judgment of a more senior colleague accused of unethical behaviour. Since Members of
Congress have their own personal and legislative goals, HCE members will need the
support of more senior colleagues in the future to be assigned to other, higher profile
congressional committees in order to ensure the success of their personal and/or
legislative goals, assuming these same HCE members win re-election. This conundrum
between present ethical conviction and future hopes and dreams leaves many an HCE
member reluctant to take any action that could potentially damage his or her own political
career via HCE recommendations and action. This act of political capital “bribery” is like
writing a check now with both parties knowing that it will be cashed during December of
the following even numbered year.

Purpose and Scope of the Study
“Studies of legislative bodies, while not extensive in the ethics literature, are
appearing with greater frequency.” (Menzel, 2005, p. 154)

The purpose of this historical research study is to explore and describe HCE
members’ actions, or lack thereof. For this study, actions will be defined as the outcomes
of the official reports of the HCE. These reports will aid the researcher in identifying
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whether a specific organizational culture or climate exists within the HCE, knowing that
a disparate group of individuals are forced to work together as a team every two years.
This distinct group is then required to trust one another’s bona fides while making lifealtering decisions either individually or collectively.

Such unique circumstances and work environment, with so much focus on the
internal affairs of the House, is not found in any other House committee even though
allegations of unethical conduct are reported to the HCE on a consistent basis5. The large
number of allegations filed with the HCE means that the committee must be productive
even if it is considered inefficient or ineffective6. For the HCE to deal with the ethical
allegations it receives, the Committee needs to follow some sort of administrative
workflow outside of the legislative timeframes and requirements mentioned earlier. The
workflow and case assignment are explored in this dissertation in order to identify
whether a specific organizational culture or climate exists within the HCE. This culture
and climate will be measured by verifying the consistency of the reasons given to start an
investigation against a member, or the reasons for which a member is censured,
reprimanded or expelled. Therefore, the central research question of this study is: How
does the HCE function according to official HCE documents?

No comprehensive study, other than historical, has been conducted regarding the
HCE. Knowing the facts and dates surrounding for instance, censures, reprimands and
expulsions does not lead to a better understanding of the inner-workings and decisionmaking culture of the HCE. That is why the primary purpose of this research study was to
5

This dissertation examined 59 official HCE reports from 1967 to 2012.
Under current HCE Rules, members of the public are now allowed to report allegations of unethical
behavior by any Member of Congress to the HCE.
6

6

explore and describe both the internal and external motivating factors described above by
examining the effectiveness of the House Committee on Ethics as a natural consequence
of its committee members’ personal and legislative goals. All organizations have internal
climates and cultures that define it – certain unspoken rules and regulations (such as
navigating the internal administrative process, who are privy to certain documents, etc.)
that transcend mere job titles and basic hierarchical office procedures. These unwritten
procedures often run contrary to the established, written policies of the organization.
Even though this may mystify outsiders, the public knows, and accepts, that each
organization runs according to its own culture which may or may not be reflective of its
own code of conduct policies which may also be indicative of, or contradict, the
leadership style of the head of the organization.

Understanding the decision-making culture within the HCE will allow the public,
media, academia and most importantly, elected politicians, the opportunity to gain insight
into the inner workings and decision-making culture of the HCE. What are the motivating
factors that spurs the HCE into action? Does it follow its own operating procedures to the
full extent or is there an unwritten culture that guides its flow and operations?
At first glance, the answer to the research question may seem obvious – a
bureaucracy operating at the federal level and established within the hallowed halls of
government should not have any room for interpretation within its operating procedures.
However is this the case especially since the membership of this Committee, and all
House committees, change every two years? Is the HCE consistent in the application of
established policies or do the rest of the Members let the personal tastes of the
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chairperson dictate operational decisions for the Committee? What happens when the
chairperson of the HCE is not a “strong” leader, but more of a consensus-builder? Would
the inherent organizational culture of the HCE play a role then? These are the essential
questions that this research study aims to answer.

This dissertation used Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis Software
(CAQDAS) namely ATLAS.ti 7.1.6 in order to perform the historical content analysis.
The study used no sample, but instead took the entire population of 59 public
investigative Committee reports of the HCE. The time dimension of the research
approach was retrospective. In other words, investigative reports for the last 45 years
were examined, dating back to the inception of the HCE in 1967 and ending with the
latest available Committee reports, released on December 20, 2012.

Research Question
The overarching and guiding research question for this study is: How does the
House Committee on Ethics function according to official HCE documents? The idea
here is to identify both the internal and external motivating factors behind the HCE’s
decision to act (or not) in a matter.

Summary of Chapters
Chapter 1 provides a brief overview of the study’s purpose in the examination of
House Committee on Ethics’ effectiveness in adjudicating alleged act(s) of unethical
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behaviour by Members of Congress. Additionally, the research study problem, purpose
of the study, and general research approach were provided.
Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature important to the topic of this research
study, beginning with understanding of the job of the Member of Congress and what role
campaign contributions and the committee assignments play. The chapter continues with
a discussion of the history of ethics in the House of Representatives as well as giving an
overview of the investigative process of the HCE assessment of the most important
theoretical perspectives on career development and movement. The purpose of this
examination was to provide a framework for the formulation of “specific” research study
question that was examined in Chapter 4.
A discussion of the conceptual background of the methodology and research
design used in this dissertation study is presented in Chapter 3. It includes a thorough
description of the research study design including the unit of analysis and purposive
sample population. The specific research questions driving the study are outlined and an
explanation of the Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis Software (CAQDAS)
namely ATLAS.ti 7.1.6, used to perform the historical content analysis is explained.
Chapter 4 presents the findings together with a discussion of the results of the
content analysis as well as a discussion of the results of the study. This examination
includes different levels of qualitative coding used to describe the three network views.
The conclusion of the research, Chapter 5, summarizes key findings of the
research study including the contributions and limitations of the study. The chapter
concludes by outlining areas for future exploration and investigation considered to be
important for the continuation of this area of study.

9

A chapter outline of this research study and important components of each is
contained in Figure 1.

Figure 1: General Outline Of The Research Study
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Member of Congress
a. Personal Challenges
The ‘political master’ ﬁnds himself in the position of the ‘dilettante’ who
stands opposite the ‘expert,’ facing the trained ofﬁcial who stands within the
management of administration. (Weber, Mills, & Gerth, 1946, p. 62)

Principal-Agent Theory (PAT), as an empirical subfield of Political Science,
provides an useful study of delegation of authority as the intentional and revocable
authorization of an “agent” to act on behalf of a “principal”. Weber first identified the
informational asymmetry where authority or power rests on one side of a relationship and
information on the other side (Weber et al., 1946). Since Weber’s seminal work,
numerous other studies have followed expanding and building upon Weber’s foundation,
most notably in the field of Economics. Polsby and Schickler (2002) found that rent-
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seeking provides an incentive for political behavior even though Congress has moved
from anglophile responsible-party phase to a contemporary intellectual orientation7.
Hölmstrom (1979) and Shavell (1979) identified the six core assumptions8 of
PAT which leads to the following two results:
1. The principal chooses outcome-based incentives to overcome the
informational disadvantage with the agent.
2. Efficiency in incentives will never be equal to efficiency in risk-bearing. For
instance, if there are no incentives for ethical behavior by elected officials,
then the risk for an increase in unethical behavior increases.
Weingast (1984) first studied the problem of information asymmetry and
outcome-based incentives from a political science perspective noting that there was a lack
of congressional oversight. In subsequent work related to congressional committees,
Weingast and Moran (1983) state those congressional committees “possess sufﬁcient
rewards and sanctions to create an incentive system for agencies” (p. 768). Without
naming the HCE specifically, and while acknowledging that congressional oversight is
not perfect, Weingast (1984) nevertheless presented his “congressional dominance”
hypothesis:
The mechanisms evolved by Congress over the past one hundred years comprise
an ingenious system for control of agencies that involves little direct
7

“Since 1945, the study of Congress has gone through an anglophile responsible-party phase, championed
especially by William Yandell Elliott at Harvard, followed by a sociologically oriented legislative-behavior
phase, identiﬁed in one generation with Lewis Anthony Dexter, Stephen K. Bailey, David Truman, and
especially Ralph K. Huitt at Wisconsin, and in the next generation with Richard Fenno, Charles O. Jones,
Donald R. Matthews, and H. Douglas Price, among others. A third, contemporary intellectual orientation is
identiﬁed most strongly with rational choice scholars, especially from the University of Rochester.” (Polsby
& Schickler, 2002, p. 333)
8
The six core assumptions are: Agent impact; Information asymmetry; Asymmetry in preferences;
Initiatives that lie with a unified principal; Backward induction based on common knowledge; and
Ultimatum bargaining (Miller, 2005)
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congressional monitoring of decisions but which nonetheless results in policies
desired by Congress (p. 148).
In the latter part of the previous century, MacCubbins et al (1987) focused the
PAT away from congressionally imposed incentives toward congressionally imposed
procedures which was a boost for the stature of the HCE, but still did not provide an
incentive for junior Members to serve on this Committee since ethical procedures is not a
“skill” that voters tend to vote for during election season. Miller (2005) succinctly proves
this point by stating “[E]lected officials will always find advantage in providing public
expenditures, tax cuts, and other benefits to their constituents”. (p. 221)
PAT helped formalize the “institutional interdependence” between the Members
of Congress, the House committees and the public (Miller, 2005, p. 223). Outcomesbased incentives is still the main reason behind Members not requesting membership on
the HCE, but focusing on procedures has also allowed the HCE to respond internally to
external pressures by supplying the necessary incentives for Members to behave
ethically.

b. Job Performance
Evidently, folks still don’t think too highly of Congress, although judging from
the regularity with which they vote for incumbents, they continue to harbor great
affection for the individual lawmakers who represent them. Americans resist
change, even as they grow more cynical about politics. (Tolchin & Tolchin, 2001,
p. ix)

i. Constituency service
To implement a new vision, protect an agency in a turbulent environment, fight
off power plays, change priorities, or influence policymaking, a public official
needs two other sets of skills. These are: (a) the ability to build political support
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and capital, and (b) the ability to gain access and credibility in order to influence
decisions. (Dobel, 1999, p. 257)
One of a legislator’s main goals is to help constituents cut through the proverbial
red tape of bureaucracy in order to solve a problem. This type of casework has helped
numerous members of the public over the years, but has also lead to several politicians
(e.g. John Jenrette, Raymond Lederer) being accused of wrongdoing. Expulsion was
recommended by the HCE for both Representatives Jenrette and Lederer after their
involvement in the ABSCAM scandal in which both Representatives agreed to help a
potential “immigrant” from Middle Eastern decent move through the bureaucratic maze
after a lump sum payment to each Representative. Constituents expect equal and fair
treatment from their elected officials (at least no special favours for “special” members of
the public) since holding the office is a public trust (Gilman & Lewis, 1996, p. 522), “we
expect more from him or her than we expect from ourselves, which is as it should be”.
(Rosenthal, 1996, p. 15)
Numerous studies have been done and have found that helping constituents, or
public service, “tends to be self-serving, self-perpetuating, and unresponsive to the public
interest (Appleby 1952; Gulick 1936; Hummel 1987; Mosher 1982; Piven and Cloward
1971; and Tullock 1965)” (Romzek & Utter, 1997, p. 1253). Hibbing describes
constituency service as a “policy matter” (Hibbing, 1991, p. 182) in which outside
pressures force legislators to “take ethics seriously” (Rosenthal, 1996, p. 218).
With the goal of reelection in mind, it requires legislators to be responsive to
constituent needs and “avoid displeasing a constituent or casting a controversial vote”
(Drew, 2000, p. 26). As legislators acquire seniority in the House, they also tend to
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become specialists in the substantive areas that their respective committees serve.
Hibbing (1991) argues that the consequence of moving from a generalist to a specialist 9
House member means that elected officials “become less attentive to constituents and
more involved with legislation” (p. 174). In response to less attentive behaviour by
politicians, Nye, Zelikow and King (1997) have observed that the public’s view toward
government has been shaped by “new postmaterial values challenging hierarchical
authority” (p. 88). Adding to the pressures of constituency service Wilson (1951) found:
In the United States, the tendency to assume that all politicians are corrupt, an
attitude induced at least in part by failures in state and local government,
encourages a defensive attitude among members of Congress. Because most
attacks are inexcusably vicious and all-inclusive, the reaction is to rally around
the accused man, to assume that his is merely another example of a rival seeking
to make political capital, or an expression of a superficial cynicism. (p. 223)

ii. Campaign contributions
“The ethical image of political leaders is shaped by incidents ranging from
professional duplicity and impropriety to personal indiscretions and character
weaknesses to outright corruption” (Nye et al., 1997, p. 92)

Constituents often turn to their elected officials for help with bureaucratic red
tape. This type of assistance is referred to as casework. Members of Congress are often
accused of unethical behaviour because the legislator allegedly provides additional,
unwarranted support to only one constituent or one specific group of constituents. The
standard defense tactic used by legislators against these types of allegations is that
providing assistance to the person or persons specified in the allegation is merely

9

Members become specialists in specific substantive policy areas through service and tenure on House
committees.
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standard constituent service given by the elected official. However, what “the average
citizen may view as unethical or even illegal behavior is merely the act of lending a
helping hand to a needy constituent”. (Tolchin & Tolchin, 2001, p. 49)
The ethical allegations surrounding constituent service become murkier when the
issue of campaign contributions is added to the discussion. Even though Rosenthal (1996)
does not draw a distinction between the two issues, he believes that ethical problems “are
less likely, however, to involve conflicts of interest and more likely to involve campaign
contributions” (p. 99). Definitive conflicts of interest should be disclosed and Members
of Congress should refrain from participating in legislative actions which could have the
potential of an appearance of impropriety. Since elected officials have such large
constituencies, one could argue that every action the Member engages in is a potential
conflict of interest since there will always be a constituent in favour of the proposed
action by the Member as well as another constituent strongly disapproving of the
proposed action. Says Rosenthal (1996):
Those in office, in performing their roles, tend to bend ethics somewhat to suit
their purposes, arguing that the issues in question are really political and not
ethical. Those on the outside, making moral judgments, tend to minimize the
political and institutional contexts and see things in black-and-white moral terms
(p. 16)

The voting public, of course, know and recognize that their legislator needs
campaign contributions in order to run for office. Regardless whether the constituents
want politics and money intertwined, the fact is that it is part of today’s political
landscape. Therefore, even though constituents may dislike the process that politicians
have to go through to get reelected, “some allowance is made by people for their own
legislator” (Rosenthal, 1996, p. 44).
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To a certain extent, politicians have to choose between their home district and the
national interest when casting votes. The national interest is most often served through
the large campaign contributions that are received during election season. District interest
is most often “related to reelection, and therefore to self-interest” (Dexter, 1969, p. 156).
Rosenthal (1996) summarized the conundrum facing legislators when he said: “Money
follows votes, not the other way around” (p. 147). Therefore, even though legislators are
beholden to their home districts in order to ensure reelection, the subsequent reelection
campaign needs funds in order to operate. The boundaries that elected officials are
willing to cross in pursuit of campaign contributions are hard to define. Depending on the
intention of the accuser “identical actions may seem ethical or not depending on the
motives of the parties or the perception of the judges” (Sinclair & Wise, 1995, p. 46).
Rosenthal (1996) believes that candidates for elected office have an “attitudinal
tendency” towards contributors: “’I’ll support you unless I can find or be given a strong
reason not to’” (p. 152).
Sinclair and Wise (1995) believe that constituency service cannot be compared to
other professional types of employment, because constituents are not the “clients” of the
politician in the traditional sense of the word. This type of relationship “is the defining
feature of our representative democracy” (Sinclair & Wise, 1995, p. 55) and Rosenthal
(1996) believes that the voter is still more important than the contributor:
Campaign contributions do matter, but less than most of us assume. The more
important an issue, the less they matter. The effects of money appear at the
margins or when other things are equal. Incurred obligations usually are fulfilled
on narrower issues, more specific items, and peripheral behaviors, few of which
are highly visible or have a clear public interest connotation. Obligations are less
likely to be fulfilled where legislators are constrained by commitments, beliefs,
constituency pressures, or strong partisan considerations (p. 155)
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c. Career Impact
i. Personal Career
“When a man assumes a public trust he should consider himself a public property”
- Thomas Jefferson (Rayner, 1834, p. 356)

These words uttered by the third President of the United States ring as true today
as it did more than two centuries ago. Holding public office is regarded as a sacred trust
and those who aim for this position of distinction will do well to remember to always
serve the people’s interest first – sometimes to their own individual detriment. Whatever
the motives were that originally spurred a candidate into running for Congress, all voters
know, either from history or personal experience, that politicians are not angels, but mere
mortals with particular vices which can be exploited. Menzel (2013) captures the essence
of this idea when he says:
It should come as no surprise with 500,000 elected officials holding public offices
in the United States that some would fall off the ethical ladder in any given year.
There are no precise statistics or survey data that inform us about the ethicality of
elected officials, although there is no shortage of laws, rules, and guidelines that
prescribe and proscribe the ethical behavior of elected officials. (p. 3 )
Jan Smuts famously believed that the sum is greater than the parts. This concept
of holism also holds true for Congress. Even though each of the 435 Members of
Congress represents his or her own district, the Members also represent the institution
itself. Sinclair and Wise (1995) argue that “Members of Congress…must represent the
national interest as well as their districts” and that “protecting the integrity of the
institution as a whole from the effects of detrimental actions by individual members” is of
paramount importance (p. 53). Dennis Thompson echoed this sentiment by stating that:
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…all citizens have an interest in the conduct of all members, not just the ones
whom we can vote for, because we all have an interest in the effect and credibility
of Congress as an institution. (Sinclair & Wise, 1995, p. 53)
The Constitution dictates that members of the House of Representatives must be
elected by popular vote every two years. The practical outcome of this constitutional
requirement is that even if the voting public is unsatisfied with its specific district’s
current representative, the electoral district still has to elect and send a person to
Congress in order to ensure democratic representation. Near continuous election cycles
and subsequent fundraising attracts certain individuals to the job of Congressman10
whereas others’ interest are piqued by the possibility of improving the lives of their
district’s inhabitants. Whatever the reason that draws individuals to serve in Congress,
there is general consensus, among both academics and the voting public alike, that there
has been a decline in the quality and character of our nationally elected representatives.
Drew (2000) believes that this trend started towards the end of the Reagan era and that
“the rate of decline has accelerated” (p. 19). Drew (2000) foresaw the problems related to
the character flaws of recently elected politicians and warned that the public would suffer
as a result. Without mentioning it by name, she also predicted the rise of the Tea Party
and its obstructionist goals, most recently exemplified in the 16 day government
shutdown11, when she stated that “the newer politicians are less grounded on issues, and
many have scant interest in governing. A growing number have had no experience in
government, which in this anti-government era is supposed to be an advantage, but it

10

In this paper, the noun “man” or “men” will refer to both genders
From October 1 through 16, 2013, the United States federal government entered a shutdown and
curtailed most routine operations.
11
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leads many of them to be at sea – or simply destructive – when they reach Washington”
(Drew, 2000, p. 19).
Drew adds to Fenno’s theory (1973) regarding the consistent drive for re-election
of elected officials by stating that the incessant pursuit of campaign financing exposes the
character flaws of modern politicians like never before since this persistent goal is
dependent upon the acquisition of money. Drew (2000) believes that the unceasing quest
of money has “transformed politics; and it has subverted values” (p. 61). The loss of
reflectiveness by politicians has led to an accepted practice of “institutionalized
corruption”, which, as Thompson believes creates a forum “where public officials can
evade responsibility for institutional failure” (Menzel, 2013, p. 20). Drew (2000) précised
the conundrum facing both incumbents and challengers:
Taken as a whole, the Members of Congress today are less rounded, less
reflective than before. In part, this is by default, as other people who might be
more thoughtful decide not to run, because of the amount of money they have to
raise, the loss of privacy in the age of more intrusive reporting, and the quality of
their lives if they do get there. Not only has the rate of retirements from Congress
increased but it has become increasingly difficult for the parties to recruit able
candidates to run for the House or Senate. (p. 23)
This recurring drive in pursuit of “political money” and campaign finance “is so
often the root of ethical troubles” (Tolchin & Tolchin, 2001, p. 17) and has often “led
good people to do things that are morally questionable, if not reprehensible” (Drew,
2000, p. 61). Possible reasons for this ethical failure are as numerous as there are
Members of Congress, but the problem that this behaviour creates for the voting public is
that the “difference between serving all citizens and serving supporters blurs” as
campaign contributors demand greater access to legislators in return for their taxdeductible contributions (Menzel, 2013, p. 20).This access to legislators by big donation
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campaign contributors is unethical since all voters should be treated the same and no
special privileges or access should be extended to only a selected group of constituents.
Since “money now rival or even exceeds power as the preeminent goal”, politicians have
to constantly be aware of potential ethical pitfalls (Drew, 2000, p. 61). Rosenthal (1996)
warns of this predicament: “If legislators become immersed in moral concerns, the
danger of paralysis looms” (p. 50). Our elected officials are thus caught in a catch-22 –
their first goal is to be reelected, but in order to be reelected they need monetary
donations from the public, guided by the campaign finance rules of the Federal Election
Commission, all while walking the moral tightrope of ethical behaviour under the guise
of potential legislative paralysis. Living consistently under the ethical microscope has led
Drew (2000) to conclude that all modern political races “are about ethics – the other
guy’s ethics” (p. 74).

ii. Tenure
The pressures to raise money, the obsessive reliance on polls, and, frankly, a
diminution of the character level of politicians in Washington, have led to a
decline in leadership (Drew, 2000, p. 29)

Tenure and subsequent longevity in office is a status that most constituents
seemingly want from their elected representative since this status would put their
Member of Congress in a position of power in which federal dollars can be earmarked for
projects in the home district. The modern phenomenon of a lengthy political career is
probably not what the Founding Fathers envisioned in the agrarian society in which the
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Constitution was written. Hibbing (1991) points out “lengthy modern congressional
careers are now accepted as the norm” and that modern politicians only leave office for
one of four reasons: a.) seeking higher office; b.) advanced age; c.) poor health; or d.)
impending scandal revelation and “certainly not for any other reason” (p. 4).
The disadvantage of lengthy congressional careers is that Members of Congress
can become disheartened and disillusioned after many years of service and time away
from important family events in service of the their constituents. Once elected officials
realize that their service and assistance outweigh their remuneration, some “legislators
can develop an attitude of ‘It’s owed me’” (Rosenthal, 1996, p. 32). This demanding
attitude does not only refer to finances per se even though Drew (2000) posits that
“Washington has become a place where people come or remain in order to benefit
financially from their government service” (p. 62). No, this demanding attitude also
refers to the “fruits” of congressional service where long-tenured senior members vie and
compete for coveted seats of chairperson of a high-ranking committee. Chairmanship of
committees is earned in the sense that the Member appointed chair of a committee is
most often the most senior Member on the committee. Tenure in the House, and
specifically within a committee, leads to specialization in the substantive portfolio
oversight area of the committee i.e. the longer a Member serves on a specific committee,
the more he or she will know about the topic at hand – the more likely it will be that he or
she will be appointed as chairperson of said committee. This is why Fenno (1973) argues
that legislators evolve from an “expansionist” to a “protectionist” career in order to
ensure the level of specialization, as well as tenure, required for chairmanship (p. 24).
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The jockeying for (chair) position is a feature of congressional politics and has
long been part of the political landscape since ambitious human nature drives politicians.
Tenure and longevity are integral parts of this process which leads Parker (1989) to
conclude that “Congress is characterized as an institution with little change (turnover) in
its membership” (p. xi). The assumption here is that these Members of Congress survive
their respective reelection battles in their home districts. Doing casework for constituents
and sending earmarked federal dollars back for specific projects in the home district
might not be enough to convince voters to reelect their current congressional
representative. Serving as the chairperson of a high-ranking committee “and the clout that
has always accompanied power no longer provides the layers of insulation that it once
afforded congressional leaders” (Tolchin & Tolchin, 2001, p. 75). A voter, of course,
through the constitutionally mandated congressional elections every biennium, has the
opportunity to voice their (dis)approval of their respective leaders at the ballot box. With
the carrot of potential increased “power” on Capitol Hill, which may or may not include
chairperson of a committee, elected officials has an incentive to behave ethically in order
to be reelected. Therefore, electoral reaction at the voting booth cannot be “discounted as
a mechanism for enforcing ethical legislator behavior” (Sinclair & Wise, 1995, p. 56).

iii. Reflection – ethical climate

At first blush, modern careers seem to contain no extensive period of quiet
research on the issues of the day and meditation on the mores of the institution
followed only then by the coming out of a fully flowered, honest-to-goodness
legislator, equipped with issue expertise, a committee chair, and back-slapping,
behind-the-scenes bargaining skills. There is only more of the same banal
grandstanding, posturing, and gamesmanship, year after year, term after term.
Stroke constituents, vote the same as you have in the past, gloss over the issues
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whenever possible, and hope for the best in an unpredictable electoral climate.
Members rarely strike out on a bold new course or even rock the boat in any way
that is not absolutely necessary (Hibbing, 1991, p. 16)

Ironically, it has almost become the credo of any politician that in order to be
elected to Congress, one has to run against Congress. The American public knows that
the system in Washington D.C. is broken; therefore they hunger for change. Politicians
exploit this notion by presenting themselves as reformers, putting distance between
themselves, their party and the establishment.
However, culture is shaped over a period of time and organizational culture is not
changed overnight nor any time a new crop of freshmen takes his or her seat on the
House floor.
Raile (2012) first defined organizational culture as an indicator of the ethical
climate found in the organization whereas Denison (1996) claimed that each climate was
one part of the total dimension of the organization’s culture. According to Raile (2012):
“Researchers tend to discuss organizational cultures as fairly stable, value-based,
organization-specific outcomes of symbolic interaction between individuals and
environments” (p. 1). While the academic debate about the precise definition of “climate”
and “culture” rages on (Denison, 1996) one can safely say that the “culture” of the House
Committee on Ethics (HCE) has remained fairly stable over the years, but that the
“climate” of the committee changes every two years as new members take their seats on
this specific committee. Hibbing (1991) pointed out this gap in the literature when he
stated that “[W]hat we are missing is actual knowledge of how the situations and
behaviors of members of Congress change (or do not change) as these members move
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through what are now frequently lengthy careers” (p. 5). Fundamentally, this is the
impetus for this dissertation in which one of the foundational questions driving this study
is: How does membership on the HCE impact its operation from one Congress to the next
with the inception and disillusion of each particular HCE? Is the HCE consistent in the
application of its policies, completing investigations, reporting those findings to the
media and acting on the recommendations of the investigative committee when there is a
membership turnover every two years?
The HCE mandate is not an easy cake walk especially when one considers the
ethical climate and culture in which our elected officials are forced to operate.
Unfortunately, studies have shown that “longer work tenure worsens the perception of
ethical climate” (Raile, 2012, p. 1). With the seemingly continuous election cycle
bringing new Members to the House every two years, the question of whether the ethical
climate changes begs to be asked. Social learning theory contends that individuals take
their cue from others and learn how to behave in the social setting by modeling their
behavior on the behavior of others (Bandura, 1977). Sutherland and Cressey (1970) come
to the same conclusion as Bandura but base their findings on the differential association
theory which “argues that unethical behavior is passed from the reference group to the
individual depending on the ratio of contacts the individual has with ethical behavior
patterns compared to contacts with unethical behavior patterns (e.g. Sutherland and
Cressey, 1970)” (O'Fallon & Butterfield, 2005, p. 401).
Modern lengthy congressional careers are dependent on attaining power within
the institution. As discussed earlier, tenure and longevity can only be realized through
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reelection. Although the dominance of redistricting (and subsequent gerrymandering12)
could sound the death knell for some elected officials (Fowler, Douglass, & Clark, 1980),
for most the politicians the advantageous district boundary lines leads to a static or
superficial service in which “past procedures become a formulaic substitute for careful
thought and reflection on current issues” (Hibbing, 1991, p. 183). The lack of
introspection, caused by redistricting as well as the ethical climate, means that legislators
have to purposefully pursue thoughtful and introspective contemplation on the issues in
order to avoid the pitfalls of stoic, passive and indifferent behavior. In order to be “in
control of their electoral fortunes”, legislators have to persuade the constituents in their
districts that their indifferent behavior should not be equated to that of the house
leadership since “[T]rust in political and other institutions is closely correlated with the
public’s perception of the ethics and morality of those institutions’ leaders. On both
scales, government officials rank low” (Nye et al., 1997, p. 92).

iv. External focus
In the cutthroat world of today’s instant (and insatiable) media consumption with
seemingly endless scandals and betrayals of the public trust by everyone from iconic
sport heroes to church ministers, it is not hard to believe that the electorate will also have
a healthy mistrust of our publicly elected officials. The mistrust of elected officials is
manifest in the ever-growing list of conspiracy books and documentaries and most
recently was evident in protests by voters during the 2012 campaign season when
12

Merriam-Webster dictionary defines “gerrymandering” as: to divide (a territorial unit) into election
districts to give one political party an electoral majority in a large number of districts while concentrating
the voting strength of the opposition in as few districts as possible (http://www.merriamwebster.com/dictionary/gerrymander)
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incumbent politicians such as Arlen Specter were forced to changed parties or Governor
Scott Walker facing a recall election in Wisconsin. Protest gatherings come from both
sides of the political spectrum – in some cases it turned to civil disobedience as
evidenced by the anti-globalization protests at the World Economic Forum meetings,
whereas Tea Party demonstrators aimed their conservative displeasure at incumbents at
all levels of government. The level of mistrust in elected officials is not limited to only
the United States. Some commentators and cultural historians have claimed that the Arab
Spring was a direct result of this mistrust while the labour relations riots involving farm
workers in South Africa was additionally connected to inefficient service delivery by
local government.
In a recent Gallup opinion poll, when asked the question: “How much trust and
confidence do you have in the legislative branch consisting of the U.S. Senate and House
of Representatives?” only 45% of Americans indicated that they had a “great deal” or
“fair amount” of trust in this specific branch of government (Newport, 2009). This
perceived lack of trust in the highest form of legislative government is due in part to the
numerous ethical lapses that have erupted onto the media main stage since the Watergate
scandal. The range, scope and frequency of these ethical missteps have shaped the
public’s perception that Congress itself is only concerned with self-interest and is willing
to turn a blind eye to unethical behavior if it’s a victimless crime and in the pursuit of the
greater good. A recent example of a Congressman who used this line of defense is
Charlie Rangel, the Democratic representative from the 13th district in New York.
Representative Rangel was accused of using campaign donations for the construction of a
building bearing his name as well as using some of the funds for Caribbean vacations.
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From the outside, the public has a hard time differentiating between individual
politicians and the institution of Congress, making it easier to believe that Congress itself,
and anyone associated with the institution, must at a minimum, be aware of, or participate
and benefit from, the unethical practices allowed and encouraged in that climate. As such,
the public demands that their elected officials are held accountable and cannot run
roughshod over enshrined legal rights without broader personal and societal
consequences. Within the hallowed halls of government, the “unrequested” House
Committee on Ethics (HCE) provides the forum of accountability.

History of Ethics in the United States Congress
James Madison addressed the issue of elected political representation in the
Federalist Papers No. 57 stating “No qualification of wealth, of birth, of religious faith, or
of civil profession is permitted to fetter the judgment or disappoint the inclination of the
people.” (Hamilton, Madison, Jay, & Genovese, 2009, p. 106) With freedom from the
oppression of a monarchy at the top of the list the Founding Fathers decided to include
only a bare minimum of qualifications for election to the U.S. Government consisting of
age, citizenship, and residency requirements. According to the Article I, section 2 of the
Constitution, an elected representative must: (1) be twenty-five years old; (2) been a
citizen of the United States for the past seven years; and (3) be an inhabitant of the state
they represent at the time of election. Madison and the Founding Fathers felt that the
short terms of office and frequent elections would encourage virtuous behavior, but also
felt the added assurance of authority to discipline the members was a responsibility “to
take the most effectual precautions for keeping them virtuous whilst they continue to hold
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their public trust” (Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service, 2008, p. 2). In
that spirit, the Founding Fathers offset the purposefully minimal requirements for election
to the body of government intended to represent the interests of the multitudes with the
explicit congressional authority to discipline its members for “disorderly behavior” in
Article I, Section 5, clause 2 of the Constitution.

History of Ethics in U.S. House of Representatives
Cases of misconduct of Members of the House warranting consideration has
continuously evolved to reflect the critical issues of the time and offer insight into the
prevailing social climate and moral concerns. This is made possible by the flexibility of
the typically vague and open-ended language largely responsible for the success of the
Constitution across changing times. The entire Constitutional clause on which selfpolicing in the House is based, gives no further clarification nor grounds for action except
for a two-thirds voting requirement for expulsion:
“Each House may determine the Rules of its Proceedings, punish its members for
disorderly Behavior, and, with the concurrence of two-thirds, expel a Member”
(Article I, Section 5, clause 2).
Before the creation of the HCE, it was only the previous constitutional clause, but
mostly the will of the elected members and colleagues within the House that determined
the outcome of internal ethical investigations and dilemmas. With the Constitution’s
foundation, ethical misconduct charges were collectively investigated, and punished by
all House members. It was soon discovered that this method of self-control was
unproductive and impractical since it required time and input from all members.

29

Additionally, it was determined that members in such an investigation could be biased
based on party affiliation, geography or self-interest which, in turn, could lead to a
predetermined outcome and decision.
Most notably, no formal procedures or policies addressing ethics existed until the
1960’s for either the House or Senate. Before the creation of the HCE, allegations of
“disorderly behavior” were not dealt with in an uniform way, but rather in a manner
deemed adequate for the specific case at hand. Ad-hoc committees were formed to
investigate and recommend disciplinary action – usually the most clear-cut cases of
unethical conduct. Occasionally, the accused would be able to defend him- or herself,
sometimes the hearings would be held in public while every now and then, the hearings
would be held in private. This haphazard modus operandi led to the untenable position
that no precedent for cases was available for House consultation since cases consisting of
the same essential elements would be judged differently.
A general Code of Ethics for Government Service was officially adopted by the
85th Congress in 1957 (Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service, 2008),
while on April 13, 1967, the Committee on Rules approved a Resolution for the Standing
Committee on Standards and Official Conduct to be created.
In the years since the Constitution was first ratified, formalization of many
processes and implementation of procedures have been built on the foundation of those
few words in Article I, Section 5, clause 2. The ongoing redefinition of the scope and
responsibility of Congressional disciplinary authority, institution of policy and
implementation of processes are in keeping with the current interpretation of “disorderly
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behavior” and has taken shape as the House of Representatives Committee on Ethics, a
permanent committee of the United States House of Representatives.
The HCE is a body made up of Congressional members that are tasked with
guiding and advising the ethical behavior of House members, officers and employees;
investigating claims of misconduct within the House; as well as developing
recommendations on additional codes of conduct. Under House Rule X, the HCE has
“…jurisdiction over all bills, resolutions and other matters relating to the Code of Official
Conduct adopted under House Rule XXIII” (House Committee on Ethics13)
Interestingly, it is the only evenly split partisan standing committee within the
House (five members from each political party) and staff employed by this committee is
required to be non-partisan. Thus, it has the responsibility to provide an impartial opinion
on ethical violations through a committee structure that alleviates much of the
controversy involving biased decisions. These conditions, together with the jurisdiction
given to the committee and the obligatory training given by the HCE to each elected
House member, all work together to promote ethical behavior and guidance in the House.
If one were to ask the average legislative intern, administrative staff or elected
official what the purpose of the HCE is, the most common answer will be that the HCE
serves as an ethical check and balance for congressional staff and elected officials when
facing a possible ethical quandary. Raile (2012) found that “[E]thics training, interaction
with ethics officials, and perceived knowledge about ethics topics consistently influence
perceptions of ethical climate and advice-seeking behavior in a positive way” (p. 1).
Terry Cooper (2004) in his seminal work “Big Questions in Administrative
Ethics: A Need for Focused Collaborative Effort” identified four questions which he
13

House Committee on Ethics website (http://ethics.house.gov/). Accessed on September 12, 2012.
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hoped would guide the field of administrative ethics during the first decade of the new
millennium. One of the questions that Cooper posed to his colleagues was “How can
organizations be designed to be supportive of ethical conduct?” (p. 404). The following
section, together with the results of this study, will aim to answer Cooper’s question.

Structure and Responsibilities of the House Committee on Ethics
Since its official creation as a standing committee in 1967, the Committee on the
Standard of Official Conduct has become a permanent committee with its own
jurisdiction within the House of Representatives. As with most political bodies, certain
changes were implemented during the last 45 years (including a name change); however,
it’s basic jurisdiction, function and purpose remain the same.
According to the third clause of House Rule XI (House Committee on Ethics14),
the HCE has five essential functions:
1. To make recommendations to the House for administrative actions in order to
“establish or enforce standards of official conduct for Members, Delegates,
the Resident Commissioner, officers, and employees of the House” (House of
representatives committee on rules.)
2. To investigate any alleged violations “by a Member, Delegate, Resident
Commissioner, officer, or employee of the House of the Code of Official
Conduct or of a law, rule, regulation, or other standard of conduct applicable
to the conduct of such…” member “…in the performance of the duties or the
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discharge of the responsibilities of such individual” (House of representatives
committee on rules.)
3. The HCE may report to the appropriate federal or state authorities, with House
approval or two-thirds vote of the HCE, evidence of civil or criminal
violations of legislation that is applicable to the performance of the accused
individual’s official duties
4. To consider the request of a member, officer or employee of the House for an
advisory opinion with regards to ethical behavior or conduct
5. The ability to grant waivers of the gift rule to any “…Member, Delegate,
Resident Commissioner, officer, or employee of the House” (House
Committee on Ethics website15)
Currently in the House of Representatives, two ways exist in which the issue of
allegations of unethical behavior are handled depending on whether it is an internal or
external review of the allegations. For internal review, the House Committee on Ethics
(HCE) created in 1967 is the appropriate venue whereas the Office of Congressional
Ethics (OCE) created in 2008 serves as the external review body16.
The first standing committee to investigate claims of unethical conduct was
created in 1967. The event that spurred the creation of the pre-cursor to the HCE was an
incident involving the Chairperson of the House Education and Labor Committee in
1966. Representative Adam Clayton Powell was accused of creating a shell job for his
spouse as well as for misusing travel funds. Through all the different iterations of the

15
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committee, the purpose has remained the same – to regulate ethical issues within the
House of Representatives.
As mentioned before, even though the HCE was created in 1967, it has always
had constitutional jurisdiction to oversee the discipline of its members. Prior to the 112th
Congress, the committee was originally called the Committee on the Standards of
Official Conduct and the committee was tasked with issuing advisory opinions and
examining potential ethical violations (House Committee on Ethics website17). The
Constitution grants both the House and the Senate the power to self-regulate and
reprimand its own members, however, very few instances of Congress acting on its full
authority have actually occurred in this nation’s history.
The HCE has endured several changes to the scope and manner of its
investigations. The Commission on Administrative Review, also known as the Obey
Commission, which existed between July 1, 1976 and October 12, 1977 started this
process of change (Smith & Deering, 1990, p. 34). According to the House Committee on
Ethics Manual:
“The House has added to or changed its rules of conduct several times. In 1977,
the House adopted the first financial disclosure rules and limits on outside
income, gifts, the franking privilege and foreign travel, Rules were also modified
by the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 and the Ethics Reform Act of 1989,
which included a ban on honoraria, among other statutory changes” (House
Committee on Ethics18)

Additionally, the Office of Advice and Education was created within the
Committee in 1990. Under the Ethics Reform Act, this office is responsible for managing
the mandatory ethics training as well as handling the initial stages of an advisory opinion

17
18

House Committee on Ethics website (http://ethics.house.gov/). Accessed on September 12, 2012.
House Committee on Ethics website (http://ethics.house.gov/). Accessed on September 12, 2012.
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(Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service, 2008). Advice that governs
conduct, laws and rules is given informally to both House members and staff. Written
inquiries to this Office are encouraged since all guidance given is binding on the HCE.
The HCE consists of five members from each political party19. The 10 members
are responsible primarily for advisory work, providing guidance and training to House
members, officers, and employees through the Office of Advice and Education. The
Committee’s work consists of reviewing, evaluating, and certifying all public financial
disclosure reports of senior staff, members, or candidates for the House, as well as travel
review, while also, time permitting, answering any inquiries from outside organizations.
Finally, the Committee is responsible for the investigation and adjudication of cases
against the members, officers, and employees of the House.
Membership on the HCE is limited to three Congresses in any ten year period.
Service for a fourth term is only allowed in the capacity of chairperson or ranking
member. All members of the committee are required to take an oath of confidentiality.
Since the establishment of this Committee in 1967, a total of 125 House members have
held permanent membership seats on the HCE including the 113th Congress (2013-14)20.
Alan B. Mollohan (D-WV), the Representative from the Mountain State’s first district is
the HCE member who has served the committee the longest. Mollohan has served on and
off on the HCE starting in 1985 with the 99th Congress through the 109th Congress
which ended in 2006. James V. Hansen (R-UT) holds the record on the Republican side
having served off and on this committee from 1981-1998.

19

Prior to a recommendation (reducing the number to ten members) from the Ethics Reform Task Force in
1997, the HCE consisted of fourteen members equally divided between the two political parties.
20
A complete HCE membership list dating back to 1967 can be found in Appendix A.
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The current chairperson is K. Michael Conaway (R-TX) while Linda Sánchez (DCA) serves as Ranking Member. Membership on the HCE for the 113th Congress
includes:
Table 1: Current HCE Members
K. Michael
Conaway
Charles W.
Dent
Patrick
Meehan
Trey Gowdy

Republican

Texas

11th

Republican

Pennsylvania 15th

Republican

Pennsylvania 7th

Republican

4th

Susan W.
Brooks
Linda
Sánchez
Pedro
Pierluisi
Michael E.
Capuano
Yvette D.
Clarke
Ted Deutch

Republican

South
Carolina
Indiana

Democrat

California

39th

Democrat

Puerto Rico

Democrat
Democrat

Massachuset
ts
New York

RepAtLg
(SOM)21
7th

Democrat

Florida

5th

9th
21st

113th
Congress
113th
Congress
113th
Congress
113th
Congress
113th
Congress
113th
Congress
113th
Congress
113th
Congress
113th
Congress
113th
Congress

2013-14
2013-14
2013-14
2013-14
2013-14
2013-14
2013-14
2013-14
2013-14
2013-14

It has been pointed out previously that Tolchin & Tolchin (2001) believes that
HCE membership is “something to be avoided at all costs”22, but their main finding why
Members do not choose service on the HCE is:
No one wants to be in the position of investigating friends and colleagues; there is
no political payoff. Members fear criticism, if not outright retribution, from fellow

21

RepAtLg (SOM) = Representative at Large (State's only member)
“Lawmakers consider membership on these committees something to be avoided at all costs, and leaders
customarily have to dragoon people to serve by promising them a variety of blandishments, such as better
future committee assignments” (Tolchin & Tolchin, 2001, p. 45)
22
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members, and lawmakers simply dislike assuming the role of prosecutor in an
environment that prides itself on collegiality (p. 45)
Although members can request committee assignments – each party does it
differently. Despite the known (and unknown) committee preferences of the member, the
current Speaker of the House is the person who appoints members to this Committee.
All staff23 employed by the HCE is required to be non-partisan in order to ensure
fairness. The current Chief Counsel and Staff Director is Dan Schwager who oversees a
staff of 24 – comprised of directors, senior counsel, counsel, investigators and staff
assistants. Additionally, all staff and employees are also required to take the oath of
confidentiality.
Furthermore, any subcommittees appointed by the HCE in the execution of its
functions are also required to be equally bipartisan. While the non-partisan requirement
prevents any one political party from abusing the HCE, it also makes it relatively difficult
for the Committee to find a Member of the House guilty of wrongdoing.
For external review of allegations by non-members, House rules were amended in
2008 to create the independent Office of Congressional Ethics (OCE), composed of six
board members jointly appointed by House leaders whose responsibility it is to review
allegations of misconduct by members, officers, and employees of the House and make
recommendations to the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct for consideration
(Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service, 2008). This Committee came into
existence after the 1997 case against then Speaker Newt Gingrich which led to an
excessive amount of mudslinging by both parties often driven by external entities, after

23

Although the Speaker appoints members of the HCE, it is the current chairperson who appoints the staff
of this committee.
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which external entities were banned from reporting alleged ethics violations. Due to its
subsequent ineffectiveness, Congress established the OCE. As an independent, factfinding organization, the OCE is responsible for investigating potential cases of unethical
conduct and presenting their findings, when appropriate, to the HCE. Membership on the
OCE consists of eight board members, typically former members of Congress, who are
jointly appointed by House leadership. The current membership of the OCE includes24:


Porter J. Goss, Chairman



David Skaggs, Co-Chairman



Yvonne Burke



Jay Eagen



Karan English



Bill Frenzel



Allison Hayward



Mike Barnes

The OCE review, conducted by one member each respectively appointed by the
Speaker and Minority Leader, must be completed within 89 days together with a
recommendation whether the issue requires further HCE attention. In the event that the
OCE recommends further investigation, the foundational report must be released to the
public. If the claim of misconduct is unfounded, then public posting of the investigative
report is not required. However, it is still ultimately up to the HCE to decide whether or
not it will bring charges against an individual since the OCE is an investigative office
only.
24

House Committee on Ethics website (http://oce.house.gov/board-staff.html). Accessed on September 12,
2012.
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The following charts from the OCE website (http://oce.house.gov/process.html)
give a visual description of the process described above:

Figure 2: Basic OCE Review Process
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Figure 3: Detailed OCE Review Process
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Figure 4: Public Release Of OCE Referrals

To assist the HCE and to facilitate a separation of the investigative and
adjudicatory processes, a 20-person pool of members (ten from each party) are appointed
by the Speaker and Minority leader at the beginning of each Congress. Identifying these
twenty members at the inauguration of each Congress gives legitimacy to the process,
negating most future claims of bias and self-interest against the committee by the accuser.
The length of service by these twenty members is only for the duration of the specific
Congress and the purpose is to serve on any investigative subcommittee formed during
that Congress25 (Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service, 2008).

25

According to Strauss (2011), this process is pursuant to House Rule X, clause 5(a)(4)(A) and (B); Rule
XI, clause 3; and the Ethics Reform Act of 1989 (P.L 101-194, §803(b), (c), and (e), 103 Stat. 1774).
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Whichever route by which the allegation is first brought to the attention of the
HCE, the investigative subcommittee will share its report with the appropriate authorities
whenever it discovers any element criminal in nature.
Due to the fact that the HCE only investigates cases of ethical misconduct, it is
not held to the same standards as other policing agencies. The committee can, for
instance, take longer to complete an investigation, while the accused is also not entitled to
certain procedural rights guaranteed under the Constitution.

Complaints
Due to the esteem and prominence of Congress as an institution, certain time and
procedural restrictions have been put into place to deter non sequitur allegations which in
turn could waste the time of House members with investigations regarding these
complaints. Since 1977, members of the public are no longer able to file a complaint
against a member of the House and complaints of misconduct or violations of House
Rules must be filed with the Committee on Ethics by a House Member or by a nonmember only if a House Member certifies that the information warrants the consideration
of the Committee. Also, the Committee is not permitted to investigate, under most
circumstances, alleged violations that occurred before the third previous Congress
(Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service, 2008). All complaints must be in
writing, dated, clear and to the point and may not include any speculative inferences.
According to the House Committee on Ethics Manual:
“A complaint must set forth the following in simple, concise, and direct
statements: the name and legal address of the party filing the complaint; the name
and position or title of the respondent; the nature of the alleged violation of the
Code of Official Conduct or of other law, rule, regulation, or other standard of
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conduct applicable to the performance of duties or discharge of responsibilities;
and the facts alleged to give rise to the violation”. (House Committee on Ethics
website26)

Once the complaint is received, the chairperson of the HCE has 14 calendar days
or 5 legislative days to determine whether the submitted complaint meets the criteria laid
out in the committee rules. Upon acceptance of the complaint, the respondent is notified
and given a chance to respond. The Committee cannot amend a complaint or accept a
complaint within the 60 days prior to an election in which the subject of the complaint is
a candidate (House Rule 15, Clauses f & g). There are circumstances, other than filed
complaints, under which the Committee may exercise investigative authority including
conviction of a Member, officer, or employee in federal, state or local court of a crime
punishable by one or more years of imprisonment, by resolution of the House of
Representatives authorizing such an investigation, or under its own initiative (Library of
Congress. Congressional Research Service, 2008). The Committee may defer action on a
complaint against a Member, officer, or employee of the House of Representatives when
the Committee believes the conduct is being appropriately reviewed by law enforcement
or regulatory authority, or the Committee determines the alleged misconduct should first
be reviewed by such authorities (House Rule 15, 4 f). If the complaint meets
qualifications and is not disposed of, the investigative process continues.
To put the level of work that takes place in this Committee into perspective,
consider that during the 111th Congress investigative fact gathering was completed for
111 separate cases. The HCE was able to resolve 75 of those investigations without

26

House Committee on Ethics website (http://ethics.house.gov/). Accessed on September 12, 2012.
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creating subcommittees which indicates that there was either not enough evidence or
enough votes in the committee for this investigation to move forward. This sifting action
forms part of the Committee’s primary purpose since the HCE has to distinguish
legitimate claims from false accusations. At the end of the 111th Congress, the HCE filed
12 reports, containing more than 15,000 pages, with the House.

Investigative Process
Numerous steps must be completed when a complaint of an ethics violation is
received by the House Committee on Ethics (HCE). Additionally, many different ways
exist in which an investigation by the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct can be
started. One way in which it can be started is through a complaint by a Member, a House
resolution, a referral by the Office of Congressional Ethics (OCE), or initiation by the
committee itself. For instance, Rep. Charlie Rangel (D-NY) requested that the ethics
committee investigate his conduct. The decision might be one that he regrets since he was
found guilty of eleven ethics charges including accepting corporate financed travel while
serving as Chairperson of the Ways and Means Committee – charges which forced
Rangel to resign as Chairperson of the high ranking House committee.
Rep. Maxine Waters’ (D-CA) case was started as a referral by the Office of
Congressional Ethics. Waters responded to the allegation with an accusation that due
process was violated. This was followed by accusations from the House that HCE
members were leaking confidential information related to the Waters case. Due to the
perceived conflict of interest, several HCE members recused themselves from the Waters
case which resulted in the creation of a replacement committee for this specific instance.
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No matter in which fashion the complaint was received, the initial phase of each
HCE resolution is the appointment of the investigative subcommittee which is set in
motion by a complaint to the HCE.
The committee must determine by a majority vote that an allegation merits further
action and must designate a four member (two from each party) investigative
subcommittee, from the twenty members identified at the inception of the Congress, for a
confidential and discreet preliminary inquiry according to House Rule 7:
Committee shall not disclose to any person or organization outside the Committee
any information concerning the conduct of a respondent until it has transmitted a
Statement of Alleged Violation to such respondent and the respondent has been
given full opportunity to respond. (Library of Congress. Congressional Research
Service, 2008)

If sufficient evidence exists, the investigative subcommittee will issue a Statement
of Alleged Violation, which is an indication that the alleged violation likely occurred.
This Statement is based on the facts collected by the investigative subcommittee either
through collection of evidence or interviewing of potential witnesses regarding the
standard of conduct that was allegedly violated. Once this has been issued, the Member
under investigation can respond, or they can move that the Statement be dismissed. The
same investigative subcommittee that issued the Statement of Alleged Violation handles
requests for dismissal, so most Statements are not dismissed. If the accused member has
not confessed to the allegations by this time, a required hearing will be the next step. At
this point, the Statement of Alleged Violation is placed before the adjudicative
subcommittee. This adjudicative subcommittee has already been appointed by the HCE
chairperson and the information in the Statement of Alleged Violation together with any
response are open to scrutiny at the first public hearing on the matter. The members of
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the adjudicative subcommittee are those members of the HCE who were not members of
the investigative subcommittee which also always includes both the Chairperson and the
Ranking Member of the committee. The adjudicative subcommittee weighs the evidence
in the Statement of Alleged Violations and recommends sanctions, if determined they are
warranted (Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service, 2008).
The next step is the adjudicatory hearing. This step is very similar to a trial in a
court of law. During such a hearing, which is typically public, counsel for the ethics
committee and the Member may present evidence. Interviews and sworn statements
previously taken by the investigative subcommittee may also be accepted into the hearing
record. Members can challenge evidence offered against them and cross-examine
witnesses. This hearing is presided over by an adjudicatory subcommittee. This
subcommittee cannot include any of the members of the investigatory subcommittee. All
evidence and testimony acquired during the investigative process will be presented at the
adjudicatory hearings with the burden of proof resting on HCE counsel to establish the
facts alleged in the Statement of Alleged Violation by clear and convincing evidence. At
the end of the hearing, the adjudicatory subcommittee will determine by a majority vote
whether the alleged violation has been proved by clear and convincing evidence.

Sanctions
The Rules adopted by the House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct are
not specific regarding how misconduct is disciplined and offer only general guidelines
(Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service, 2005).
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The next stage is a sanctions hearing before the entire ethics Committee. Even if
the HCE finds that an ethics violation has occurred, the Committee lacks the power to
issue sanctions. The ultimate role of the HCE is to recommend action by the House. Their
strongest action is to make a recommendation with the ultimate decision by the full
House of Representatives to follow the recommendation or take different action. Also, as
in the case of Rep. Eric Massa, if the Member resigns prior to the hearing process being
completed, the HCE will drop the investigation. In most cases, the HCE does not feel that
it has the jurisdiction to investigate individuals who are no longer Members of the House.
A list of the many sanctions at the HCE’s disposal includes, but is not limited to:
reprimand, censure, expulsion, fine, denial or limitation of any right, power or privilege
or any other sanction deemed appropriate. A combination of sanctions is also possible
depending on the violation. Common sanctions that have been issued in the past include a
reprimand together with an order to reimburse the cost of the investigation. Suspension of
a member’s voting rights or ability to work on specific legislation for a pre-determined
amount of time can also be sanctioned. Imprisonment is within the scope and power of
the Committee, but that level of punishment has never been issued.
According to the House Rules, if the sanction is against an officer or employee of
the House of Representatives, the HCE may recommend “…dismissal from employment,
reprimand, fine, or any other sanction determined by the Committee to be appropriate”
(House Committee on Ethics website27)
It is normal practice for a Committee to file a privilege report along with its
recommended resolution. However, in cases where they find a false accusation or a

27

House Committee on Ethics website (http://ethics.house.gov/). Accessed on September 12, 2012.
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lighter sanction is issued, the HCE will submit its report to the House lacking a
resolution. As for procedure, no sanction can be carried out without an accompanying
report of resolution. Whether a sanction is issued or not, the HCE reports the final
decision of every investigated case to the full House of Representatives.
The House Rules state that Reprimand is appropriate for serious violations,
Censure for more serious violations and Expulsion for the most serious violations. The
House Rules further advise that fines are appropriate for violations that secured personal
benefit while a denial of privilege or power is appropriate when the violation involved
abuse of such privilege or power. Expulsion is removal of a Member by a two-thirds vote
of the House, “censure” or “reprimand” is a legislative procedure where the House
expresses a formal disapproval of the conduct of a Member by simple majority vote. This
typically takes the form of a verbal rebuke and a reading of the adopted resolution by the
Speaker of the House. For censure, the member is required to personally stand in the
“well” of the chamber to receive the verbal criticism. While the process is essentially the
same for reprimand, the member is not required to stand in the “well”.
The Standards of Official Conduct is authorized to issue a “Letter of Reproval” to
a Member when the Committee disapproves of conduct but makes no recommendation
for legislative sanctions to the full House of Representatives (Library of Congress.
Congressional Research Service, 2005). Furthermore, referrals can also be made to state
and federal authorities for more serious violations when agreed to by a two-thirds vote of
the Committee.
What matters most in the end is that “disorderly behavior” by Members could still
result in civil or criminal proceedings. The process described above is solely to deal with
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allegations of unethical behavior “in house” in an almost paternalistic fashion. Behavior
which exceeds the scope of the HCE and warrants further civil or criminal investigation
serve as another “check and balance” with the main objective of protecting the integrity
of the House of Representatives.

Summary
My review of the literature indicates that service on the House Committee on
Ethics is “something to be avoided at all costs” (Tolchin & Tolchin, 2001, p. 45) and that
causes the HCE to be one of the least requested committees in Congress. Since Members’
first priority is reelection (Fenno, 1973), junior Members of Congress have to be
convinced and persuaded into service on the HCE since there are “few apparent payoffs
to demonstrate to constituents as a results of ethics enforcement activity” (Sinclair &
Wise, 1995, p. 52).
In Chapter 3, I use my findings from the literature to formulate research
questions, which determine the research methods and type of analytic procedures needed
to accomplish the objectives of the study.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS

Introduction
Most of the knowledge regarding Congressional committees concerns almost
every other House committee except for the HCE. The limited empirical data devoted to
this Committee does not mean that it is unimportant. Therefore, this research study
differs from other previous research studies completed on the any of the other House
committees. Since no previous research, specifically looking at the HCE, exists, this
exploratory research study will explore and describe HCE members’ actions, or lack
thereof. For this study, actions will be defined as the outcomes of the official reports of
the HCE. In this chapter, I present the research questions and theoretical model, codes
and relevant network views derived from my review of the relevant literature and theory
on legislative ethics presented in Chapter 2. I conclude the chapter with a brief summary.

Conceptual Background
Research on leadership and management is abundant. One enduring contribution
to the field is Cameron & Quinn’s (1999) Competing Values Framework, which is widely
and actively used in management, leadership, and organizational effectiveness research
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(Cameron & Quinn, 1999). Lawrence, Quinn, and Lenk (2009) used the foundational
dimensions of the competing values framework to develop the related idea of behavioral
complexity (balancing competing values and demands), as applied to leadership
(Lawrence, Quinn & Lenk, 2009). This research study explored and described motivating
factors behind actions of the members of the House Committee on Ethics.
While the broad topics of leadership, Congress and management are heavily
researched, there is less research on the committee structure and assignment process and
even less on the House Committee on Ethics specifically. Menzel found studies that
examined state ethics regulatory bodies, but nothing at the federal level (Menzel, 2005).
Roberds’ (2003-4) call serves as the launching pad for this study. He states:
Future research in this field is needed. While scandals and ethics investigations
play an increasingly important role in congressional elections, very little has been
done by way of systematic examination. In addition, more needs to be done with
regards to research on the Ethics Committee itself. Who serves on the Ethics
Committee?...Does public opinion influence the committee members with regard
to which cases to investigate? How do other parliamentary bodies deal with ethics
cases? Are voters influenced by the publicity of ethics investigations, or do
investigations serve to entice higher-quality and better-funded challengers,
making the effects on voters indirect rather than direct? (p. 36)

The main objective of this dissertation is to identify both the internal and external
motivating factors behind the actions of the House Committee on Ethics members by
looking at the procedural efficiency of the Committee on Ethics (or lack thereof), as a
natural consequence of the committee members’ implicit public policy actions. Data for
these perspectives on motivating factors will be obtained through a variety of official
Committee reports which detail the investigative process of 59 alleged unethical
misconduct cases from 1967-2012. Although auto-biographies, news stories and other
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media sources would provide useful context for each of these ethical allegations, this type
of contextualization would be better suited for future research.

Research Design
A research design can best be described as a “roadmap” that the researcher uses to
draw sound and proven conclusions based on the collection and analysis of empirical
data. Just as is the case with a physical roadmap, the proposed research design should
provide direction on the sequential steps to be followed in order to reach the
predetermined destination – in the example at hand, what data will be collected, how data
will be analyzed and what the role will be of inductive or deductive coding.

The research design for this inquiry is a content analysis study into the decisionmaking culture of the HCE. According to Berelson (1952) possible uses of content
analysis include identifying the intentions or focus of an individual, group or institution
as well as determining the psychological or emotional state of a person or persons.
A descriptive multiple case study will form the basis of this dissertation’s research
design (Yin, 2009). Merriam and Merriam (1998) believe that qualitative case studies
have the following characteristics:
…the search for meaning and understanding, the researcher as the primary
instrument of data collection and analysis, an inductive investigative strategy, and
the end product being richly descriptive. (p. 178)
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A case study was chosen for this research since it provides a thorough and
comprehensive understanding of an event, place or organization and often provides
simple and descriptive data for the reader (Bernard & Ryan, 2010). Citing renowned
qualitative researcher Robert Yin, Bernard and Ryan states:
Often the interest is in process – how things work and why – rather than
variations in outcomes, in contexts rather than specific variables, in discovery
rather than theory testing. (p. 43)
Creswell (2009) explains that every case study must provide a detailed description
of the case itself while placing it in the proper place and context, while Merriam &
Merriam (1998) distinguishes between ethnographic, sociological, historical and
psychological types of qualitative research. The focus for this dissertation will be on
historical case studies since it is the only type of qualitative data, according to Merriam &
Merriam (1998), which allows the researcher to measure changes in organizational
culture over an extended period of time. Bogdan and Biklen (2003) supports Merriam &
Merriam’s inclination by stating that it is only through historical case studies that an
organization can be studied over time. These historical case studies allow the researcher
to explore the changes within the organization over a set period of time (Bogdan &
Biklen, 2003). In this present study, the historical cases will allow the researcher to
explore the House Committee on Ethics in its most recent iteration28, its early operations
and changes to its current functions. A categorical aggregation approach will

28

The House of Representatives have always had the power to investigate allegations of unethical
behaviour against its Members. The House, acting on the recommendation from the Obey Commission,
decided to form a separate committee, the House Committee on Ethics, in 1967 to investigate these types of
allegations.
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subsequently be used to form patterns and themes from the illustrations and examples in
the various case studies.
The use of the 59 case studies will be the focus of this exploratory case study
research. These event histories or case narratives, which are official case reports from the
HCE itself, will provide an absolute and detailed account of the specific details
surrounding each of the investigated allegations of unethical behavior (Bernard & Ryan,
2010). Even though Fernandez and Fabricant (2000) warn that no two case studies are
truly comparable, these committee recommendations together with the objectively
substantive investigative reports, will allow the researcher to draw some conclusions
regarding the action motivators for the committee.
A case and the unit of analysis for this study are defined as an HCE investigative
report and the case study is bounded by the time period 1967 to 2012. The participants
for this research case study are all members elected to the House of Representatives
between 1967-2012.

Data Collection
Document Review.Existing, publicly available documents produced and published
on the House Committee of Ethics’ website will form the basis of this study29. These
documents were found to be related to the overarching research questions and provided
sufficient data to answer the research questions.
Documents examined will include the official recommendation of action by the
Committee to the full House of Representatives in Congress, the investigative report into
the alleged act(s) of ethical misconduct and any appendices related to the investigation as
29

A complete list of all 59 investigative reports used in this research study can be found in Appendix E.
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well as any other material that may be identified as useful during the document review
process. A total of 59 separate investigative reports were collected as public documents
on the HCE website. These 59 historical investigative reports consisted of 90 separate
documents with a combined total of 41,132 pages. The investigative report “In the Matter
of Representative Charles B. Rangel” was the most voluminous of all reports with a total
of 4,817 pages.

Data Analysis
A content analysis of the investigative reports of the HCE from 1967-2012 was
conducted using ATLAS.ti 7.1.6 software from the perspective of the Grounded Theory
Analysis Method (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003). ATLAS.ti is recognized as CAQDAS
(computer assisted qualitative data analysis software) which allowed the researcher to
analyze each investigative report as a separate case study together with any cross-case
themes that might emerge from the data (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003; Creswell, 2009).

Methods
Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis Software (CAQDAS) namely
ATLAS.ti 7.1.6 was used to perform the level of analysis required for this study. The
levels of analysis also known as the levels of coding identified by Harry, Sturges &
Klinger (2005).
The methods of this dissertation were designed to allow for a qualitative historical
content analysis in order to identify both the internal and external motivating factors
behind the actions of the House Committee on Ethics members by looking at the
procedural efficiency of the Committee on Ethics (or lack thereof), as a natural
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consequence of the committee members’ implicit public policy actions. In the next
section, the findings of the content analysis described in this section will be detailed.

Trustworthiness (aka Canons of Quality)
Unlike quantitative research, concepts such as “validity” and “reliability” cannot
be statistically proven in qualitative research. However, measures exist to determine and
confirm the “trustworthiness” of the data in qualitative research (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
Table 2 below graphically displays some of the connections and parallels between
quantitative and qualitative data assessments which will be used in this study to confirm
the trustworthiness of the findings.

Table 2: Strategies To Enhance Trustworthiness In Qualitative Research
Validity from quantitative

Trustworthiness from

Strategies to enhance

approaches to research

qualitative approaches

trustworthiness(in no

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985)

particular order)(Creswell,
2009)

Validity

Credibility

Prolonged engagement (with
data or participants)

Reliability

Dependability

Triangulation (corroborating
evidence from multiple
methods, sources of data,
theories, analyses)

Objectivity

Confirmability

Negative case analysis
(address disconfirming
evidence)

Generalizability

Transferability (determined

Transparency (detailed

by end user, not globally)

descriptions, external audits)
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In this chapter I discussed the rationale for using a descriptive multiple case study.
The data for this research study consisted of all 59 publicly available investigative reports
of the HCE from 1967-2012, while Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis
Software (CAQDAS) namely ATLAS.ti 7.1.6 was used to perform the level of analysis
required for this study.
In Chapter 4, I describe and explain the levels of analysis also known as the levels
of coding identified by Harry, Sturges & Klinger (2005) in order to guide my findings
and accomplish the objectives of the study.
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

“Time present and time past
Are both perhaps present in time future,
And time future contained in time past.”
-

T.S. Eliot, Four Quartets

The previous chapter discussed the overall research design while this chapter will
present the findings together with a discussion of the results of the content analysis as
well as a discussion of the results of the study. This examination includes different levels
of qualitative coding used to describe the three network views.

Levels of Analysis

Before the ATLAS.ti coding could start, all 59 investigative HCE reports from
1967-2012 were electronically collected added to the hermeneutic unit as a new project in
ATLAS.ti. Level 1 coding subsequently followed. This level of coding is also known as
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open or textual coding in which the researcher assigns codes to text found in the primary
source documents. The text is read line-by-line and a code or group of codes are assigned
either to a specific phrase, sentence or paragraph in the text. More than one code can also
be assigned to the selected text30.
For example, in the primary document31 “In the Matter of Representative James
Mcdermott”, the following paragraph appeared on page 17 of this specific report:
The Investigative Subcommittee decided against further proceedings in this
matter. The Investigative Subcommittee additionally recommends that the Report
of the Investigative Subcommittee be released to the public with no further
statement by the Committee beyond announcing release of this Report.

In reading the text, and following the Level 1 coding by Harry, Sturges & Klinger
(2005), the researcher assigned the codes <COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION> and
<NO FURTHER ACTION> to the sentence: The Investigative Subcommittee decided
against further proceedings in this matter.
Another example of level 1 coding and assigning multiple codes to the same
paragraph can be seen below. In the primary document32 “In the Matter of Representative
Charles G. Rose III”, the codes <DISCREDIT THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES>, <FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE> and <PERSONAL BENEFIT>
were assigned to the following paragraph:
The Committee feels strongly that the integrity of the institution is weakened
when questions arise due to the withdrawal of funds from campaign
30

A list of the twenty most frequently used codes in this research study can be found in Appendix G.
A complete list of all 59 Primary Documents used for this study can be found in Appendix E.
32
A complete list of all 59 Primary Documents used for this study can be found in Appendix E.
31
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accounts when no tangible evidence of the underlying obligation supports
such a withdrawal.

In Level 1 coding, codes are assigned both inductively and deductively. Inductive
coding happens when the researcher is led by the data (or in this case, text) in front of
him or her, meaning that the researcher does not have any preconceived notions or
intuitions about the data, but merely codes what is found in the text. This inductive type
of coding requires a line-by-line microanalysis of the data. Inductive data moves from the
specific to the general sometimes also referred to as a “bottom-up” approach since it is
the text which guides the researcher from the lowest point in the funnel, collecting more
data to support a theory and ends with general conclusions regarding the study.

Figure 5: The Cycle Of Dedcutive And Inductive Reasoning

On the other hand, deductive coding is defined as:
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[A] process in which generalizations about the world are used to generate specific
statements about specific events or behaviors. Deduction moves from the general
to the particular. (Carlson & Hyde, 2003, p. 31)
Since deductive coding moves from the general to the particular, this type of
coding can be thought of as a funnel with its widest part at the top. Typically, the
researcher preselects a code or codes that he or she wants to test and then examines the
data in search of the preselected code. In practical terms for this study, it meant that the
researcher assumed that he would find codes related to moral or character failings. One of
these codes were <SEXUAL HARASSMENT>. In the primary document “In the Matter
of Representative Jim Bates”, the following paragraph on page 7 of this specific report
was assigned the code <SEXUAL HARASSMENT>:
Thus, it should be noted that the specific occasions of sexual harassment in
issue primarily derive from the uncorroborated statements of the
complainants concerning the nature, extent, and gravity of the congressman's
conduct. However, Representative Bates consistently was described by each
of the female interviewees as making inappropriate sexual comments, asking
for hugs, or initiating uninvited physical contact.

Once all 59 Primary Documents have been put through Level 1 coding, Harry,
Sturges & Klinger (2005) recommend another subsequent level of coding. Level 2 coding
is known as Comparative or Axial coding. In this level of coding, similar codes are
grouped together either under an existing code from Level 1 or under a completely new
code. At this level, it is easy to identify similar codes and separate the dissimilar codes
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from the rest of the category. One way to group codes is to classify each code in terms of
its unique properties or dimensions. For instance in this study, the researcher identified
37 separate codes each connected to the outcomes identified in the HCE investigative
reports. Therefore, a new code <OUTCOMES> was created which linked each of the 37
separate codes to <OUTCOMES>. The codes were all linked in the Network View of
ATLAS.ti 7.1.6 to the newly created <OUTCOMES> code with the label “is part of”
which identifies the 37 separate codes as a property of the <OUTCOMES> code. Figure
6 graphically displays the Network View of the <OUTCOMES> code in Level 2 axial
coding analysis.
In further analysis and reviewing the codes, the following codes were removed
from the Network View in Figure 6: <HISTORY OF CENSURE>, <POWER OF
HOUSE TO DISCIPLINE MEMBERS>, <NO CONFLICT OF INTEREST>,
<DIFFERENCE BETWEEN DIFFERENT TYPES OF PUNISHMENT>, <LACK OF
JURISDICTION> and <ARREST>.
These codes were removed for various reasons. For instance, the <ARREST>
code was removed since it pertained to criminal investigation and not to the functioning
of the HCE, thus falling outside the scope of this research study. The other five codes
were removed since it did not pertain to the aforementioned research questions.
Especially, <LACK OF JURISDICTION> as a defense tactic by the accused Member
was not relevant for this study, since the HCE derives its operational power from the
Constitution.
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Figure 6: Network View Of <OUTCOMES> Code In Level 2 Axial Coding
Analysis

Codes can also be classified by its unique properties and dimensions. For
example, in defining LOVE, a researcher might decide that QUALITY TIME is one of
the properties of LOVE. If a property has dimension, it means that it reflects qualities that
can be placed on a continuum to indicate frequency, duration etc. In this instance, the
dimensions of LOVE might range from parental to romantic love, little to no love to
adored, etc. The dimensions of QUALITY TIME might be frequent to rare, long to short
duration, etc.

63

As can be seen in Figure 7, in this research study, the code <OUTCOMES> was
placed on a continuum with the most frequent inductive and deductive codes placed from
the top left corner counter-clockwise to the top right corner indicated by the code labels
next to each code. The number of the left side after each code represents the frequency
with which the code appeared in the data. Accordingly, one of the first findings of this
study is that the <FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE> code appeared 46 times in the data
reports as a property of one of the outcomes of HCE action.

Figure 7: Dimensional Network View Of <OUTCOMES> Code In Level 2
Axial Coding Analysis
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Outcomes {0-35}
Public admonishment {1-1}

Expulsion {7-1}

Censure {10-1}
Letter to respondent {2-1}

Reprimand {121}
Fine {6-1}
Letter of reproval {8-1}
Letter of admonition {3-1}

Figure 8: Dimensional Network View Of <OUTCOMES> Code In Level 3
Thematic Coding Analysis

Figure 8 represents the final stage of the coding identified by Harry, Sturges &
Klinger (2005). In Level 3 coding, codes are further reduced as the truly global themes
emerged from the data. In Figure 8, the forms of punishment that the HCE can
recommend is listed from most severe in the top left corner to least severe in the top right
corner33.
Even though Expulsion was recommended seven times over the last 45 years,
only two Members (Representatives Myers and Traficant) were truly expelled, while one
33

A list of the outcomes of the 59 investigative reports used in this study can be found in Appendix F.
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member (Representative Barbara Rose-Collins) lost in a primary election. The other four
Representatives (Jenrette, Kim, Biaggi & Lederer) all resigned before the full House
could take action on the HCE’s expulsion recommendation.
According to Committee Rule 17, Reprimand is used only for serious violations
whereas Censure is appropriate for more serious violations and Expulsion is
recommended only for the most serious violations.
A Letter of Reproval is a public letter that is sent to the Representative, but there
are mitigating circumstances in the case which prevent the violations from rising to a full
sanction by the House.
The Letter of Admonition was issued in the case against Representative Tom
DeLay for appearing at an energy fundraiser when energy legislation was discussed. This
appearance of impropriety is something the institution wants to avoid at all costs, which
is why this less severe form of punishment was used in this specific case.
Precedent from previous HCE reports indicates that a Fine is the appropriate
sanction when the alleged ethical violation occurred for personal financial benefit in
whatever form. Finally, the least severe form of punishment namely Public
Admonishment has only been used once in HCE history. In the case against
Representative Charles Rangel, the Committee decided not to issue a letter to Rangel, but
instead to publish the HCE report against Rangel and to make it available to the public.
The next analysis I conducted was in order to determine what specific violations
guided and shaped the work of the HCE. A new code called <VIOLATIONS> was
created and Table 3 shows all Level 1 codes that was coded “as part of” the new
<VIOLATIONS> code.
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Table 3: All Level 1 Codes “As Part Of” <VIOLATIONS> Code
Accusations of impropriety
Bribery
Committee parameters
Cumulative nature of violations
Direct personal financial gain
Discredit the House of Representatives
Embezzlement
Guilty plea
HCE approval of course
House Rules
Improper campaign activity
Improper conduct with House pages
Improper use of official position
Violations Infrequent minor infractions
Legal expense fund
Mail privileges
Mental competency
Obstruction of justice
Personal benefit
Prostitution
Reason for investigation
Responsible for staff
Scope of Hays committee investigation
Scope of investigation
Sexual activity
Sexual harassment
Violation of tax code
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Figure 9: Network View Of <VIOLATIONS> Code In Level 2A Axial
Coding Analysis

Figure 9 graphically displays all of the Level 1 codes “as part of” the
<VIOLATIONS> code mentioned in Table 3. The codes in the bottom right hand corner
of Figure 8, namely <VIOLATION OF TAX CODE>, <FALSE APPLICATION FOR
TAX CREDIT>, <TAX DEDUCTIBLE OPTION>, <501(c)3 VIOLATION> and <TAX
ADVICE> were all merged and combined into the existing <VIOLATION OF TAX
CODE> code, visible in the top left corner of Figure 10 on the next page.
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Figure 10: Network View Of <VIOLATIONS> Code In Level 2B Axial
Coding Analysis

Additionally, since the following codes only appeared once (<CROSSING A
POLICE LINE>, <UNRULINESS OF A MINOR>, <MISUSE OF SCHOLARSHIP
FUNDS> and <RETRIEVAL OF PERSONAL MAIL>), the aforementioned codes were
recoded and merged into a newly formed code <INFREQUENT MINOR
INFRACTIONS>.
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Figure 11: Network View Of <VIOLATIONS> Code In Level 2C Axial
Coding Analysis

Moving towards global themes, I continued to merge codes of similar nature. For
instance, the big red circle on the right in Figure 11 indicates that <DIRECT PERSONAL
FINANCIAL GAIN>, <IMPROPER RETENTION OF EXCESS PER DIEM FUNDS>
and <OUTSIDE EARNED INCOME> were merged into <DIRECT PERSONAL
FINANCIAL GAIN>.
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Even though a financial personal benefit accrued due to <TRAVEL GIFTS> (gifts
of travel, hotel stays etc.) and <PARKING TICKETS> (not having to pay for parking
tickets due to elected position) to the individual Member of Congress, the researcher
believed that the previous two codes should more aptly be merged with <PERSONAL
BENEFIT> since no money changed hands in the <TRAVEL GIFTS> of <PARKING
TICKETS> violations.
Figure 12 displays the Level 3 thematic coding analysis of the <VIOLATIONS>
code list from the most frequent occurrences in the top left corner to the least frequent in
the top right corner. Even though <EMBEZZLEMENT> was only coded once, it is still
important in qualitative analysis to understand the phenomenon.

Figure 12: Dimensional Network View Of <VIOLATIONS> Code In Level 3
Thematic Coding Analysis
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The embezzlement allegation was filed against Representative Dan Daniel, but
could not be proven. The same is true for the <PROSTITUTION> code which also only
appeared once in this research study. In concluding its report regarding this allegation,
the HCE “In the Matter of Representative Barney Frank” found: “Notwithstanding
several publicized assertions, the weight of the evidence does not indicate that
Representative Frank had either prior or concomitant knowledge of prostitution
activities alleged to have taken place in his apartment involving third parties”.
<BRIBERY> was coded three times in this study. Two of those allegations stem
from the same FBI operation known as the ABSCAM scandal which involved
Representatives Jenrette and Lederer. Both Representatives resigned their respective
House seats after evidence was presented that each Representative accepted a bribe in
exchange for legislative acts. In the other <BRIBERY> allegation, no quid pro quo was
proven in DeLay case, only that Representative Tom DeLay accepted a campaign
contribution from an energy company when energy legislation was discussed in
Congress.
Time constraints did not allow the researcher to perform statistical analyses using
the quantitative codes from the qualitative software.
In this chapter I discussed how Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis
Software (CAQDAS) namely ATLAS.ti 7.1.6 was used to perform the level of analysis
required for this study. Additionally, I described and explained the levels of analysis also
known as the levels of coding identified by Harry, Sturges & Klinger (2005) in order to
guide my findings and accomplish the objectives of the study.
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The next, and final, chapter will summarize any key findings of the research study
including the contributions and limitations of the study. The chapter concludes by
outlining areas for future exploration and investigation considered to be important for the
continuation of this area of study.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The previous chapter outlined the research methodologies which guided this study
together with the most pertinent findings. This final chapter of the research study
summarizes key findings of the research study including the contributions and limitations
of the study. The chapter concludes by outlining areas for future exploration and
investigation considered to be important for the continuation of this area of study.

Summary of Results
The Committee charges every Member of the House with knowledge of House
rules (In the Matter of Representative Charles G. Rose III, p. 20)

The results of the study are threefold. First, even though the House Committee on
Ethics is the only House committee that is evenly divided between the two parties, the
HCE actions indicates that its actions are still partisan and political in nature.
Specifically, the Frank, Gingrich, Ferraro and Richardson cases seemed to hinge on
frivolous allegations of unethical behavior that only hung on the periphery of the issues in
question.
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Secondly, the findings of this study reveal that even though more egregious
unethical behavior exists with Congress, most Members are found guilty of financial
violations either in the form of improper or incomplete financial disclosure forms,
violations of the tax code or violations of electoral legislation i.e. campaign contributions.
Even though the public’s perception is that the majority of the Members of
Congress are corrupt, the research study finds that even though moral or character
failings on the part of our elected officials exist, it does not occur with the frequency that
one would expect. One possible reason for the infrequency of this behavior found in the
study could be the explosion of the 24-hour media cycle. Single allegations of unethical
behavior are broadcasted repeatedly which could lead the public to believe that there are
more than one allegation when, in fact, it is the same allegation repeated and talked about
consistently during the constant news cycle.
Infrequent cases of moral or character failings include public intoxication,
discrimination and retrieval of personal mail. After the Clinton administration, there was
an expectation that sexual harassment occurred more frequently in Washington D.C. This
study found only case in which sexual harassment was alleged. Representative Gus
Savage admitted his guilt to this charge when he said: “I am just a friendly person and I
may have put my hands on her” (In the Matter of Representative Gus Savage, p. 10).

Conclusions
The findings of this study offer an exploratory first look into a population of
individuals affected by organizational policies and individual circumstances.
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As Fenno (1973) illustrated, the issue of reelection is at the forefront for every
elected official. Every other responsibility, including providing services and support to
constituents, are second to the goal of making sure that the candidate is reelected and can
continue to serve in the House of Representatives. Therefore, the issue of reelection, and
thus, what type of legislator represents not only his or her constituents but also the
country as a whole, is a local district problem of national concern.
Even though the House Committee on Ethics is the only committee in the House
on which the membership is evenly split, the results of this study suggest that partisan
political goals are a major factor behind the action of the HCE.
In conclusion, the study finds that there is a difference between trust in
competence versus the trust in character of our elected officials on the part of the voting
public. While the public trusts and believes that the elected officials are able to perform
their congressional duties, the public is also mindful of the fact that all past, current and
future Members of Congress are simply human. Each of these Members of Congress have
their own weak points, vices and faults and easily cross the fine line between ethical and
unethical without proper and intentional reflection.

Contributions to Literature
This study contributes to existing political science and public administration
research since it has practical significance for the electorate, policymakers, media, and
federally elected officials, allowing for future political science and public administration
researchers and scholars to refine the research design and prove some of the conclusion
mentioned before.
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There have been numerous calls for future research (Kim 2001; Marlowe 2004;
Roberds 2003-4) examining the impact of organizational culture and climate and its
influence on the “formation and development of public officials’ ethical disposition
toward administrative action” (Kim, 2001, p. 73). Specifically, Marlowe (2004)
suggested an exploration into “whether citizens are in fact aware of the constraints that
shape public administrators’ work environments, and whether knowledge of the
constraints affects public trust in the same administrators” (p. 108). This dissertation
study has fulfilled the call for research listed by Kim (2001), Marlowe (2004) and
Roberds (2003-4).
The research contained in this dissertation has both theoretical and practical
implications pertaining to the field of study of Congress, and specifically, the House
Committee on Ethics.
The theoretical relevance of this study is threefold. First, this dissertation
contributes to the academic understanding of committees in Congress and in particular,
the House Committee on Ethics. Scholars in the political science field will find the results
of the inner workings of the Committee helpful whereas scholars in the field of
economics might be interested in the decision-making culture of the HCE.
The results of the study indicate even though this is an impartial committee with
membership evenly split between the two parties, the HCE still seems to pursue partisan
political goals. The Office of Congressional Ethics’ (OCE) investigative process
described in Chapter 2, is, to some extent, a victim of its own procedures. The OCE has
to investigate allegations of unethical behavior that it receives either from other Members
of Congress or from members of the public. Therefore, the OCE (and ultimately the
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HCE) investigative agenda, including the number of Members from each party who are
investigated, is not entirely up to the OCE and HCE respectively. Challengers to political
office know that just an appearance of impropriety on the part of incumbents, could sow
seeds in the doubt in the minds of voters and may be enough to swing an election one
way or the other.
There is growing recognition of the importance of ethics in both the public and
private sectors (Elford, 2000; Gilman & Lewis, 1996; Grossman, 2003; Guerzovich,
2010; Heres, 2010; Jonsen & Butler, 1975; McGreal, 1953; The Council of State
Governments-WEST, 2007; Treisman, 2000). Previous studies have explored the
committee assignment process as well as most of the previous and existing House
committees. However, the previous studies have not explored the mechanics and
mechanisms of the HCE either because the committee was not in existence at the time of
the previous study or because the Committee was deemed insignificant compared to other
more prestigious House committees (Chittom & Mixon Jr, 2003).
This exploratory and explanatory research study have pulled together the
interrelationships among the factors identified in the aforementioned studies that are
linked to the workload of House committees as well as the committee assignment process
since the foregoing studies have not systematically applied similar constructs to the
House Committee on Ethics.
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Limitations of Study
This study examined motivating factors behind action taken by the House
Committee on Ethics based on official, public HCE investigative reports. As such, the
results are not applicable to other House committees even though House representatives
are required to serve on two or more House committees as part of their Congressional
duties. This study did not include a moral or ethical judgment on the alleged acts of
unethical behavior found in the investigative reports, but instead focused on the factors
that roused the Committee into action.
A possible limitation of this study is the exclusive use of historical documents. No
personal interviews were done for this study since current members of the Committee
may not want to divulge opinions on the ethical behaviour of their colleagues.
Additionally, it was determined that former members of the Committee would also not
make the best interviewee candidates since the disclosure of private Committee
deliberations might bring unnecessary attention to a closed and/or completed matter.
While there is the precedent of many books and dissertations having been written using
only historical documents, it must be noted as a possible limitation.
The data referenced in this study are limited to unique case studies. There are
many committees in Congress but none of them are quite as internally focused as the
House Committee on Ethics. Therefore, the results of this study may vary greatly from,
and may not be applicable to, previous research conducted on other House committees.
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Recommendations for Future Research
Future research on the functioning of the House Committee on Ethics may be
hindered by the following factor – that there is no single repository of all cases regarding
allegations of unethical behavior dealt with by the House of Representatives, either in
committee or as a whole. Earlier cases (pre-1967) regarding allegations of unethical
behavior were dealt with on an ad hoc basis with no ethical framework or guidelines
except those most prominent at the time of the hearing of the case.
Findings from this dissertation study suggest at least three directions for future
research. First, future research on the functioning of the HCE needs to be expanded to
include all cases regarding ethical behavior since the formation of the House of
Representatives. Increasing the length of time studied as well as the number of individual
cases will be useful to confirm the results presented in this study. Second, due to time
constraints no statistical analyses using the quantitative codes from the qualitative
software were performed. Future research may want to use the ATLAS.ti software in
more innovative ways to quantitatively prove the findings of a qualitative study. Next, as
mentioned in the Limitations section, no personal interviews with either current or former
Members of the HCE were conducted for this dissertation. Gaining first-hand knowledge
of those present at the Committee deliberations will allow scholars to test whether any
ethical theories and/or frameworks can be applied to the functioning of the HCE. Finally,
researching the careers of former HCE members to see whether service on the HCE
helped or hurt the Member’s standing within the Congress will help scholars more fully
understand the impact of service on this Committee by junior Members of Congress.
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These are significant challenges and future scholars will need to possess the
stamina and endurance to overcome these hurdles to pursue future research opportunities
in this policy area.
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APPENDIX A
COMPLETE MEMBERSHIP LIST OF HOUSE COMMITTEE ON ETHICS 1967-2012
Name

Party

State

District

Congress

Years

C. Melvin Price

Democrat

Illinois

24th

90th

1967-68

Olin Teague

Democrat

Texas

6th

90th

1967-68

Joseph L. Evins

Democrat

Tennessee

4th

90th

1967-68

Watkins M. Abbitt

Democrat

Virginia

4th

90th

1967-68

Wayne N. Aspinall

Democrat

Colorado

4th

90th

1967-68

Edna F. Kelly

Democrat

New York

12th

90th

1967-68

Charles A. Halleck

Republican

Indiana

2nd

90th

1967-68

Leslie C. Arends

Republican

Illinois

17th

90th

1967-68

Jackson E. Betts

Republican

Ohio

8th

90th

1967-68

Robert T. Stafford

Republican

Vermont

90th

1967-68

James H. Quillen

Republican

Tennessee

RepAtLg
(SOM)
1st

90th

1967-68

Lawrence G. Williams

Republican

Pennsylvania

7th

90th

1967-68

C. Melvin Price

Democrat

Illinois

24th

91st

1969-70

Olin E. Teague

Democrat

Texas

6th

91st

1969-70

Watkins M. Abbitt

Democrat

Virginia

4th

91st

1969-70

Wayne N. Aspinall

Democrat

Colorado

4th

91st

1969-70

F. Edward Hébert

Democrat

Louisiana

1st

91st

1969-70

Chet Holifield

Democrat

California

19th

91st

1969-70

Leslie C. Arends

Republican

Illinois

17th

91st

1969-70

Jackson E. Betts

Republican

Ohio

8th

91st

1969-70

Robert T. Stafford

Republican

Vermont

91st

1969-70

James H. Quillen

Republican

Tennessee

RepAtLg
(SOM)
1st

91st

1969-70

Lawrence G. Williams

Republican

Pennsylvania

7th

91st

1969-70
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Edward Hutchinson

Republican

Michigan

4th

91st

1969-70

Charlotte T. Reid

Republican

Illinois

15th

91st

1969-70

C. Melvin Price

Democrat

Illinois

24th

92nd

1971-72

Olin E. Teague

Democrat

Texas

6th

92nd

1971-72

Watkins M. Abbitt

Democrat

Virginia

4th

92nd

1971-72

Wayne N. Aspinall

Democrat

Colorado

4th

92nd

1971-72

F. Edward Hébert

Democrat

Louisiana

1st

92nd

1971-72

Chet Holifield

Democrat

California

19th

92nd

1971-72

Jackson E. Betts

Republican

Ohio

8th

92nd

1971-72

Robert T. Stafford

Republican

Vermont

92nd

1971-72

James H. Quillen

Republican

Tennessee

RepAtLg
(SOM)
1st

92nd

1971-72

Lawrence G. Williams

Republican

Pennsylvania

7th

92nd

1971-72

Edward R Hutchinson

Republican

Michigan

4th

92nd

1971-72

Charlotte T. Reid

Republican

Illinois

15th

92nd

1971-72

Carleton J. King

Republican

New York

30th

92nd

1971-72

Floyd D. Spence

Republican

South Carolina

2nd

92nd

1971-72

C. Melvin Price

Democrat

Illinois

23rd

93rd

1973-74

Olin E. Teague

Democrat

Texas

6th

93rd

1973-74

F. Edward Hébert

Democrat

Louisiana

1st

93rd

1973-74

Chet Holifield

Democrat

California

19th

93rd

1973-74

John James Flynt Jr.

Democrat

Georgia

6th

93rd

1973-74

Thomas S. Foley

Democrat

Washington

5th

93rd

1973-74

James H. Quillen

Republican

Tennessee

1st

93rd

1973-74

Lawrence G. Williams

Republican

Pennsylvania

7th

93rd

1973-74

Edward Hutchinson

Republican

Michigan

4th

93rd

1973-74

Carleton J. King

Republican

New York

29th

93rd

1973-74

83

Floyd D. Spence

Republican

South Carolina

2nd

93rd

1973-74

John E. Hunt

Republican

New Jersey

1st

93rd

1973-74

C. Melvin Price

Democrat

Illinois

23rd

94th

1975-76

Olin E. Teague

Democrat

Texas

6th

94th

1975-76

F. Edward Hébert

Democrat

Louisiana

1st

94th

1975-76

John James Flynt Jr.

Democrat

Georgia

6th

94th

1975-76

Thomas S. Foley

Democrat

Washington

5th

94th

1975-76

Charles E. Bennett

Democrat

Florida

3rd

94th

1975-76

Floyd D. Spence

Republican

South Carolina

2nd

94th

1975-76

James H. Quillen

Republican

Tennessee

1st

94th

1975-76

Edward Hutchinson

Republican

Michigan

4th

94th

1975-76

Albert H. Quie

Republican

Minnesota

1st

94th

1975-76

Donald J. Mitchell

Republican

New York

31st

94th

1975-76

Thad Cochran

Republican

Mississippii

4th

94th

1975-76

John James Flynt Jr.

Democrat

Georgia

6th

95th

1977-78

Olin E. Teague

Democrat

Texas

6th

95th

1977-78

Charles E. Bennett

Democrat

Florida

3rd

95th

1977-78

Lee H. Hamilton

Democrat

Indiana

9th

95th

1977-78

L. Richardson Preyer

Democrat

North Carolina

6th

95th

1977-78

Walter Flowers

Democrat

Alabama

7th

95th

1977-78

Floyd D. Spence

Republican

South Carolina

2nd

95th

1977-78

James H. Quillen

Republican

Tennessee

1st

95th

1977-78

Albert H. Quie

Republican

Minnesota

1st

95th

1977-78

Thad Cochran

Republican

Mississippi

4th

95th

1977-78

Millicent H. Fenwick

Republican

New Jersey

5th

95th

1977-78

Bruce F. Caputo

Republican

New York

23rd

95th

1977-78

84

Charles E. Bennett

Democrat

Florida

3rd

96th

1979-80

Lee H. Hamilton

Democrat

Indiana

9th

96th

1979-80

L. Richardson Preyer

Democrat

North Carolina

6th

96th

1979-80

John M. Slack Jr.

Democrat

West Virginia

3rd

96th

1979-80

Morgan F. Murphy

Democrat

Illinois

2nd

96th

1979-80

John P. Murtha Jr.

Democrat

Pennsylvania

12th

96th

1979-80

Floyd D. Spence

Democrat

South Carolina

2nd

96th

1979-80

Harold C. Hollenbeck

Republican

New Jersey

9th

96th

1979-80

Robert L. Livingston

Republican

Louisiana

1st

96th

1979-80

William M. Thomas

Republican

California

18th

96th

1979-80

F. James Sensenbrenner Jr.

Republican

Wisconsin

9th

96th

1979-80

Richard B. Cheney

Republican

Wyoming

96th

1979-80

Louis Stokes

Democrat

Ohio

RepAtLg
(SOM)
21st

96th

1979-80

Nick J. Rahall II

Democrat

West Virginia

4th

96th

1979-80

Louis Stokes

Democrat

Ohio

21st

97th

1981-82

Nick J. Rahall II

Democrat

West Virginia

4th

97th

1981-82

William V. Alexander Jr.

Democrat

Arkansas

1st

97th

1981-82

Charles Wilson

Democrat

Texas

2nd

97th

1981-82

Kenneth L. Holland

Democrat

South Carolina

5th

97th

1981-82

Donald A. Bailey

Democrat

Pennsylvania

21st

97th

1981-82

Floyd D. Spence

Republican

South Carolina

2nd

97th

1981-82

Barber B. Conable Jr.

Republican

New York

35th

97th

1981-82

John T. Myers

Republican

Indiana

7th

97th

1981-82

Edwin B. Forsythe

Republican

New Jersey

6th

97th

1981-82

Hank Brown

Republican

Colorado

4th

97th

1981-82

James V. Hansen

Republican

Utah

1st

97th

1981-82
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Louis Stokes

Democrat

Ohio

21st

98th

1983-84

Nick J. Rahall II

Democrat

West Virginia

4th

98th

1983-84

Edgar L. Jenkins

Democrat

Georgia

9th

98th

1983-84

Julian C. Dixon

Democrat

California

28th

98th

1983-84

Victor H. Fazio

Democrat

California

4th

98th

1983-84

William J. Coyne

Democrat

Pennsylvania

14th

98th

1983-84

Floyd D. Spence

Republican

South Carolina

2nd

98th

1983-84

Barber B. Conable Jr.

Republican

New York

30th

98th

1983-84

John T. Myers

Republican

Indiana

7th

98th

1983-84

Edwin B. Forsythe

Republican

New Jersey

13th

98th

1983-84

Hank Brown

Republican

Colorado

4th

98th

1983-84

James V. Hansen

Republican

Utah

1st

98th

1983-84

Thomas J. Bliley Jr.

Republican

Virginia

3rd

98th

1983-84

Julian C. Dixon

Democrat

California

28th

99th

1985-86

Edgar L. Jenkins

Democrat

Georgia

9th

99th

1985-86

Victor H. Fazio

Democrat

California

4th

99th

1985-86

William J. Coyne

Democrat

Pennsylvania

14th

99th

1985-86

Bernard J. Dwyer

Democrat

New Jersey

6th

99th

1985-86

Alan B. Mollohan

Democrat

West Virginia

1st

99th

1985-86

Floyd D. Spence

Republican

South Carolina

2nd

99th

1985-86

John T. Myers

Republican

Indiana

7th

99th

1985-86

James V. Hansen

Republican

Utah

1st

99th

1985-86

G. William Whitehurst

Republican

Virginia

2nd

99th

1985-86

Carl D. Pursell

Republican

Michigan

2nd

99th

1985-86

George Wortley

Republican

New York

27th

99th

1985-86
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Julian C. Dixon

Democrat

California

28th

100th

1987-88

Victor H. Fazio

Democrat

California

4th

100th

1987-88

Bernard J. Dwyer

Democrat

New Jersey

6th

100th

1987-88

Alan B. Mollohan

Democrat

West Virginia

1st

100th

1987-88

Joseph M. Gaydos

Democrat

Pennsylvania

20th

100th

1987-88

Chester G. Atkins

Democrat

Michigan

5th

100th

1987-88

Floyd D. Spence

Republican

South Carolina

2nd

100th

1987-88

John T. Myers

Republican

Indiana

7th

100th

1987-88

James V. Hansen

Republican

Utah

1st

100th

1987-88

Charles S. Pashayan Jr.

Republican

California

17th

100th

1987-88

Thomas E. Petri

Republican

Wisconsin

6th

100th

1987-88

Larry E. Craig

Republican

Idaho

1st

100th

1987-88

Hank Brown

Republican

Colorado

4th

100th

1987-88

Julian C. Dixon

Democrat

California

28th

101st

1989-90

Victor H. Fazio

Democrat

California

4th

101st

1989-90

Bernard J. Dwyer

Democrat

California

29th

101st

1989-90

Alan B. Mollohan

Democrat

New Jersey

6th

101st

1989-90

Joseph M. Gaydos

Democrat

West Virginia

1st

101st

1989-90

Chester G. Atkins

Democrat

Pennsylvania

20th

101st

1989-90

Louis Stokes34

Democrat

Ohio

21st

101st

1989-90

John T. Myers

Republican

Indiana

7th

101st

1989-90

James V. Hansen

Republican

Utah

1st

101st

1989-90

Charles S. Pashayan Jr.

Republican

California

17th

101st

1989-90

Thomas E. Petri

Republican

Wisconsin

6th

101st

1989-90

Larry E. Craig

Republican

Idaho

1st

101st

1989-90

Fred Grandy

Republican

Iowa

6th

101st

1989-90

34

Appointed to replace Representative Chester G. Atkins
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Louis Stokes

Democrat

Ohio

21st

102nd

1991-92

Gary L. Ackerman

Democrat

New York

7th

102nd

1991-92

George (Buddy) Darden

Democrat

Georgia

7th

102nd

1991-92

Benjamin L. Cardin

Democrat

Maryland

3rd

102nd

1991-92

Nancy Pelosi

Democrat

California

5th

102nd

1991-92

Jim McDermott

Democrat

Washington

7th

102nd

1991-92

Kweisi Mfume35

Democrat

Maryland

7th

102nd

1991-92

James V. Hansen

Republican

Utah

1st

102nd

1991-92

Fred Grandy

Republican

Iowa

6th

102nd

1991-92

Nancy L. Johnson

Republican

Connecticut

6th

102nd

1991-92

Jim Bunning

Republican

Kentucky

4th

102nd

1991-92

Jon L. Kyl

Republican

Arizona

4th

102nd

1991-92

Porter J. Goss

Republican

Florida

13th

102nd

1991-92

David L. Hobson

Republican

Ohio

7th

102nd

1991-92

Jim McDermott

Democrat

Washington

7th

103rd

1993-94

George (Buddy) Darden

Democrat

Georgia

7th

103rd

1993-94

Benjamin L. Cardin

Democrat

Maryland

3rd

103rd

1993-94

Nancy Pelosi

Democrat

California

5th

103rd

1993-94

Kweisi Mfume

Democrat

Maryland

7th

103rd

1993-94

Robert A. Borski

Democrat

Pennsylvania

3rd

103rd

1993-94

Thomas C. Sawyer

Democrat

Ohio

14th

103rd

1993-94

Fred Grandy

Republican

Iowa

6th

103rd

1993-94

Nancy L. Johnson

Republican

Connecticut

6th

103rd

1993-94

Jim Bunning

Republican

Kentucky

4th

103rd

1993-94

Jon L. Kyl

Republican

Arizona

4th

103rd

1993-94

Porter J. Goss

Republican

Florida

13th

103rd

1993-94

35

Appointed to replace Representative Louis Stokes and Representative Gary L. Ackerman
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David L. Hobson

Republican

Ohio

7th

103rd

1993-94

Steven Schiff

Republican

New Mexico

1st

103rd

1993-94

Nancy L. Johnson

Republican

Connecticut

6th

104th 36

1995-96

Jim Bunning

Republican

Kentucky

4th

104th

1995-96

Porter J. Goss

Republican

Florida

13th

104th

1995-96

David L. Hobson

Republican

Ohio

7th

104th

1995-96

Steven Schiff

Republican

New Mexico

1st

104th

1995-96

Lamar S. Smith37

Republican

Texas

21st

104th

1995-96

Jim McDermott38

Democrat

Washington

7th

104th

1995-96

Benjamin L. Cardin

Democrat

Maryland

3rd

104th

1995-96

Nancy Pelosi

Democrat

California

5th

104th

1995-96

Robert A. Borski

Democrat

Pennsylvania

3rd

104th

1995-96

Thomas C. Sawyer

Democrat

Ohio

14th

104th

1995-96

James V. Hansen

Republican

Utah

1st

105th

1997-98

Lamar S. Smith

Republican

Texas

21st

105th

1997-98

Joel Hefley

Republican

Colorado

5th

105th

1997-98

Robert Goodlatte

Republican

Virginia

Joe Knollenberg

Republican

Michigan

11th

105th

1997-98

Howard L. Berman

Democrat

California

26th

105th

1997-98

Martin O. Sabo

Democrat

Minnesota

5th

105th

1997-98

Ed Pastor

Democrat

Arizona

2nd

105th

1997-98

36

6th

105th

1997-98

Most of the Members of the committee from the 104th Congress were appointed to the Select Committee
on Ethics in the 105th Congress, which existed from January 7, 1997 to January 21, 1997. This select
committee was established to resolve the Statement of Alleged Violations issued in the 104th Congress by
the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct against the Speaker of the House. This select committee
expired on January 21, 1997, with the House approving a reprimand against Speaker Newt Gingrich
37
Appointed to the Select Committee on Ethics to complete the investigation begun by the Committee of
Standards of Official Conduct
38
Representative McDermott was replaced between July 23 andJuly 24, 1996 by Representative Louis
Stokes
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Chaka Fattah

Democrat

Pennsylvania

2nd

105th

1997-98

Zoe Lofgren

Democrat

California

16th

105th

1997-98

Lamar S. Smith

Republican

Texas

21st

106th

Joel Hefley

Republican

Colorado

5th

106th

Joe Knollenberg

Republican

Michigan

11th

106th

Robert J. Portman

Republican

Ohio

2nd

106th

Dave Camp

Republican

Michigan

4th

106th

Howard L. Berman

Democrat

California

26th

106th

Martin O. Sabo

Democrat

Minnesota

5th

106th

Ed Pastor

Democrat

Arizona

2nd

106th

Chaka Fattah

Democrat

Pennsylvania

2nd

106th

Zoe Lofgren

Democrat

California

16th

106th

19992000
19992000
19992000
19992000
19992000
19992000
19992000
19992000
19992000
19992000

Joel Hefley

Republican

Colorado

5th

107th

2001-02

Robert J. Portman

Republican

Ohio

2nd

107th

2001-02

Doc Hastings

Republican

Washington

4th

107th

2001-02

Asa Hutchison

Republican

Arkansas

3rd

107th

2001-02

Judy Biggert

Republican

Illinois

13th

107th

2001-02

Kenny Hulshof

Republican

Missouri

9th

107th

2001-02

Steve LaTourette

Republican

Ohio

19th

107th

2001-02

Howard Berman

Democrat

California

26th

107th

2001-02

Martin O. Sabo

Democrat

Minnesota

5th

107th

2001-02

Ed Pastor

Democrat

Arizona

2nd

107th

2001-02

Zoe Lofgren

Democrat

California

16th

107th

2001-02

Stephanie Tubbs Jones

Democrat

Ohio

11th

107th

2001-02

Gene Green

Democrat

Texas

29th

107th

2001-02
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Joel Hefley

Republican

Colorado

5th

108th

2003-04

Doc Hastings

Republican

Washington

4th

108th

2003-04

Judy Biggert

Republican

Illinois

13th

108th

2003-04

Kenny Hulshof

Republican

Missouri

9th

108th

2003-04

Steve LaTourette

Republican

Ohio

19th

108th

2003-04

Howard Berman

Democrat

California

26th

108th

2003-04

Alan B. Mollohan

Democrat

West Virginia

1st

108th

2003-04

Stephanie Tubbs Jones

Democrat

Ohio

11th

108th

2003-04

Gene Green

Democrat

Texas

29th

108th

2003-04

Lucille Roybal-Allard

Democrat

California

34th

108th

2003-04

Michael F. Doyle

Democrat

Pennsylvania

14th

108th

2003-04

Doc Hastings

Republican

Washington

4th

109th

2005-06

Judy Biggert

Republican

Illinois

13th

109th

2005-06

Lamar S. Smith

Republican

Texas

21st

109th

2005-06

Melissa Hart

Republican

Texas

4th

109th

2005-06

Tom Cole

Republican

Oklahoma

4th

109th

2005-06

Alan B. Mollohan

Democrat

West Virginia

1st

109th

2005-06

Howard L. Berman39

Democrat

California

28th

109th

2005-06

Stephanie Tubbs Jones

Democrat

Ohio

11th

109th

2005-06

Gene Green

Democrat

Texas

29th

109th

2005-06

Lucille Roybal-Allard

Democrat

California

34th

109th

2005-06

Michael F. Doyle

Democrat

Pennsylvania

14th

109th

2005-06

Stephanie Tubbs Jones40

Democrat

Ohio

11th

110th

2007-08

Gene Green

Democrat

Texas

29th

110th

2007-08

Lucille Roybal-Allard

Democrat

California

34th

110th

2007-08

39

Representative Berman was appointed as ranking member after Representative Mollohan’s resignation
Representative Tubbs-Jones died on August 20, 2008. Representative Gene Green served as acting chair
for the remainder of the 110th Congress
40
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Michael F. Doyle

Democrat

Pennsylvania

14th

110th

2007-08

William D. Delahunt

Democrat

Massachusetts

10th

110th

2007-08

Robert C. “Bobby” Scott

Democrat

Virginia

3rd

110th

2007-08

Doc Hastings

Republican

Washington

4th

110th

2007-08

Jo Bonner

Republican

Alabama

1st

110th

2007-08

J. Gresham Barrett

Republican

South Carolina

3rd

110th

2007-08

John Kline

Republican

Minnesota

2nd

110th

2007-08

Michael T. McCaul

Republican

Texas

10th

110th

2007-08

Zoe Lofgren

Democrat

California

16th

111th

2009-10

Ben Chandler

Democrat

Kentucky

6th

111th

2009-10

G.K. Butterfield

Democrat

North Carolina

1st

111th

2009-10

Kathy Castor

Democrat

Florida

11th

111th

2009-10

Peter Welch

Democrat

Vermont

111th

2009-10

Jo Bonner

Republican

Alabama

RepAtLg
(SOM)
1st

111th

2009-10

K. Michael Conaway

Republican

Texas

11th

111th

2009-10

Charles W. Dent

Republican

Pennsylvania

15th

111th

2009-10

Gregg Harper

Republican

Mississippi

3rd

111th

2009-10

Michael T. McCaul

Republican

Texas

10th

111th

2009-10

Jo Bonner

Republican

Alabama

1st

112th

2011-12

Michael T. McCaul

Republican

Texas

10th

112th

2011-12

K. Michael Conaway

Republican

Texas

11th

112th

2011-12

Charles W. Dent

Republican

Pennsylvania

15th

112th

2011-12

Gregg Harper

Republican

Mississippi

3rd

112th

2011-12

Zoe Lofgren41

Democrat

California

16th

112th

2011-12

41

Representative Lofgren resigned as ranking member on January 26, 2011 [Congressional Record, daily
edition, vol. 157 (January 26, 2011), p. H499]
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Linda Sánchez

Democrat

California

39th

112th

2011-12

Mazie Hirono

Democrat

Hawaii

2nd

112th

2011-12

John Yarmuth

Democrat

Kentucky

3rd

112th

2011-12

Donna Edwards

Democrat

Maryland

4th

112th

2011-12

Pedro Pierluisi42

Democrat

Puerto Rico

RepAtLg
(SOM)

112th

2011-12

K. Michael Conaway

Republican

Texas

11th

113th

2013-14

Charles W. Dent

Republican

Pennsylvania

15th

113th

2013-14

Patrick Meehan

Republican

Pennsylvania

7th

113th

2013-14

Trey Gowdy
Susan W. Brooks
Linda Sánchez

Republican
Republican
Democrat

South Carolina
Indiana
California

4th
5th
39th

113th
113th
113th

2013-14
2013-14
2013-14

Pedro Pierluisi

Democrat

Puerto Rico

113th

2013-14

Michael E. Capuano

Democrat

Massachusetts

RepAtLg
(SOM)
7th

113th

2013-14

Yvette D. Clarke

Democrat

New York

9th

113th

2013-14

Ted Deutch

Democrat

Florida

21st

113th

2013-14

Note.Source: Jacob R. Straus "House Committee on Ethics: A Brief History of Its
Evolution and Jurisdiction"
http://ethics.house.gov/sites/ethics.house.gov/files/HouseCommitteEthics3%202011%20
Straus.pdf Accessed September 12, 2012.
RepAtLg (SOM) = Representative at Large (State's only member)

42

Resident Commissioner Pierluisi represents the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in the House and is the
first Ethics Committee member who represents a territory
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APPENDIX B
DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS TAKEN BY FULL HOUSE
AGAINST A MEMBER: CENSURE
Number

Date

1.

July 11, 1832

2.

March 22, 1842

3.

July 15, 1856

4.

April 9, 1864

5.

April 14, 1864

6.

May 14, 1866

7.

July 24, 1866

8.

January 26, 1867

9.

January 15, 1868

10.

February 14, 1869

11.

February 24, 1870

12.

March 1, 1870

13.

March 16, 1870

14.

Name

State

Conduct

William
Stanberry
Joshua R.
Giddings

Ohio

Insulting the Speaker of the House

Ohio

Lawrence M.
Keitt
Benjamin G.
Harris
Alexander
Long
John W.
Chanler

South
Carolina
Maryland

Resolution introduced by Member relating to
delicate international negotiations deemed
"incendiary"
Assisting in assault on a Member

Lovell H.
Rousseau
John W.
Hunter
Fernando
Wood
Edward D.
Holbrook
Benjamin
Whittemo
re
John T.
DeWeese

Kentucky

Insulting the House by introduction of
resolution containing unparliamentary
language
Assault of another Member

New York

Unparliamentary language

New York

Unparliamentary language

Idaho

Unparliamentary language

South
Carolina

Tennessee

February 27, 1873

Roderick R.
Butler
Oakes Ames

15.

February 27, 1873

James Brooks

New York

16.

February 4, 1875

Kentucky

17.

May 17, 1890

Indiana

Unparliamentary language

18.

October 27, 1921

Texas

Unparliamentary language

19.

July 31, 1979

Michigan

Payroll fraud, 18 U.S.C. §1001 conviction

20.

June 6, 1980

John Y.
Brown
William D.
Bynum
Thomas L.
Blanton
Charles C.
Diggs
Charles H.
Wilson

Selling military academy appointments
(Member had resigned before expulsion,
and was "condemned" by House)
Selling military academy appointments
(Member had resigned before expulsion,
and was "condemned" by House)
Accepting money for “political purposes” in
return for Academy appointment
Bribery in “Credit Mobilier” case (Conduct
prior to election to House)
Bribery in “Credit Mobilier” case (Conduct
prior to election to House)
Unparliamentary language

California

Receipt of improper gifts; “ghost”
employees; improper personal use of
campaign funds

Ohio
New York

South
Carolina

Mass.
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Treasonous conduct in opposing subjugation
of the South
Supporting recognition of the Confederacy

21.

July 20, 1983

22.

July 20, 1983

Gerry E.
Studds
Daniel B.
Crane

Mass.

Sexual misconduct with House page

Illinois

Sexual misconduct with House page
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APPENDIX C
DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS TAKEN BY FULL HOUSE
AGAINST A MEMBER: REPRIMAND
Number

Date

Name

State

1.

July 29, 1976

Robert L.F. Sykes

Florida

2.

October 13, 1978

Charles H. Wilson

California

3.

October 13, 1978

John J. McFall

California

4.

October 13, 1978

Edward J. Roybal

California

5.

July 31, 1984

George V. Hansen

Idaho

6.

December 18, 1987

Austin J. Murphy

Pennsylvania

7.

July 26, 1990

Barney Frank

Massachusetts

8.

January 21, 1997

Newt Gingrich

Georgia
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Conduct
Use of office for personal gain; failure to
disclose interest in legislation
False statement before Standards of Official
Conduct Committee investigating Korean
influence matter
Failure to report campaign contributions
from Korean lobbyist
Failure to report campaign contributions;
false sworn statement before Standards of
Official Conduct Committee investigating
Korean influence matter
False statements on financial disclosure
form; conviction under 18 U.S.C. §1001 for
such false statements
Ghost voting (allowing another person to
cast his vote); maintaining on his payroll
persons not performing official duties
commensurate with pay
Using political influence to fix parking
tickets, and to influence probation officers
for personal friends
Allowing a Member-affiliated tax-exempt
organization to be used for political
purposes; providing inaccurate, and
unreliable information to the ethics
committee

APPENDIX D
DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS TAKEN BY FULL HOUSE
AGAINST A MEMBER: EXPULSION
Number

Date

Name

State

Conduct
Disloyalty to the Union - taking up arms
against the United States
Disloyalty to the Union - taking up arms
against the United States
Disloyalty to the Union - taking up arms
against the United States
Bribery conviction for accepting money in
return for promise to use influence in
immigration matters
Conviction of conspiracy to commit bribery
and to defraud U.S., receipt of illegal
gratuities, obstruction of justice, filing false
tax return and racketeering, in connection
with receipt of favors and money in return
for official acts, and receipt of salary
kickbacks from staff

1.

July 13, 1861

John B. Clark

Missouri

2.

December 2, 1861

John W. Reid

Missouri

3.

December 3, 1861

Henry C. Burnett

Kentucky

4.

October 2, 1980

Michael J. Myers

Pennsylvania

5.

July 24, 2002

James A. Traficant
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APPENDIX E
LIST OF PRIMARY DOCUMENTS
1.

February 8, 1967

In re Adam Clayton Powell

2.

September 7, 1976

In the Matter of Representative Andrew J. Hinshaw

3.

October 6, 1978

In the Matter of Representative John J. McFall

4.

October 6, 1978

In the Matter of Representative Edward R. Roybal

5.

October 6, 1978

In the Matter of Representative Edward J. Patten

6.

October 6, 1978

In the Matter of Representative Charles H. Wilson of California

7.

July 19, 1979

In the Matter of Representative Charles C. Diggs

8.

March 26, 1980

In the Matter of Representative Daniel J. Flood

9.

May 8, 1980

In the Matter of Representative Charles H. Wilson

10.

September 24, 1980

In the Matter of Representative Michael J. Myers

11.

December 16, 1980

In the Matter of Representative John W. Jenrette, Jr.

12.

May 20, 1981

In the Matter of Representative Raymond F. Lederer

13.

December 14, 1982

14.

July 14, 1983

Investigation Pursuant to House Resolution 518 Concerning Alleged
Improper or Illegal Sexual Conduct, Alleged Illicit Use or
Distribution of Drugs, and Alleged Preferential Treatment of House
Employees by Members, Officers, or Employees of the House
In the Matter of Representative Gerry E. Studds

15.

July 14, 1983

In the Matter of Representative Daniel B. Crane

16.

November 15, 1983

In the Matter of James C. Howarth

17.

November 17, 1983

18.

July 19, 1984

Investigation Pursuant to House Resolution 12 Concerning Alleged Illicit
Use or Distribution of Drugs by Members, Officers, or Employees
of the House
In the Matter of Representative George V. Hansen

19.

December 4, 1984

In the Matter of Representative Geraldine Ferraro

20.

February 5, 1986

Investigation of Travel on Corporate Aircraft Taken by Representative
Dan Daniel

21.

September 30, 1986

Investigation of Financial Transactions of Representative James Weaver
with his Campaign Organization

22.

April 9, 1987

Investigation of Financial Transactions Participated in and Gifts of
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Transportation Accepted by Representative Fernand J. St
Germain
23.

October 20, 1987

In the Matter of Representative Richard Stallings

24.

December 16, 1987

In the Matter of Representative Austin J. Murphy

25.

February 18, 1988

In the Matter of Representative Mario Biaggi

26.

March 23, 1988

In the Matter of Representative Charles G. Rose III

27.

April 17, 1989

In the Matter of Representative James C. Wright

28.

October 18, 1989

In the Matter of Representative Jim Bates

29.

January 31, 1990

In the Matter of Representative Gus Savage

30.

March 8, 1990

Statement of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct Regarding
Complaints Against Representative Newt Gingrich

31.

July 20, 1990

In the Matter of Representative Barney Frank

32.

October 24, 1990

In the Matter of Representative Donald E. Lukens

33.

December 12, 1995

Inquiry into Various Complaints Filed Against Representative Newt
Gingrich

34.

January 2, 1997

In the Matter of Representative Barbara Rose-Collins

35.

January 17, 1997

In the Matter of Representative Newt Gingrich

36.

October 8, 1998

In the Matter of Representative Jay Kim

37.

October 4, 2000

In the Matter of Representative E.G. "Bud" Shuster

38.

June 20, 2001

In the Matter of Representative Earl Hilliard

39.

July 19, 2002

In the Matter of Representative James A. Traficant, Jr.

40.

October 6, 2004

In the Matter of Representative Tom DeLay

41.

December 19, 2006

Investigation of Allegations Related to Improper Conduct Involving
Members and Current or Former House Pages

42.

December 19, 2006

In the Matter of Representative James McDermott

43.

October 29, 2009

In the Matter of Representative Sam Graves

44.

January 29, 2010

In the Matter of Representative Fortney "Pete" Stark

45.

February 26, 2010

46.

July 1, 2010

In the Matter of the Investigation into Officially Connected Travel of
House Members to Attend the Carib News Foundation
Multinational Business Conferences in 2007 and 2008
In the Matter of Representative Laura Richardson

47.

November 29, 2010

In the Matter of Representative Charles B. Rangel
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48.

December 30, 2010

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to the use of Per Diem on Official
Trips

49.

January 26, 2011

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to Fundraising Activities and the
House Vote on H.R. 4173

50.

August 5, 2011

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to Representative Luis V. Gutierrez

51.

August 5, 2011

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to Representative Jean Schmidt

52.

December 20, 2011

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to Representative Don Young

53.

March 22, 2012

In the Matter Regarding Arrests of Members of the House During a
Protest Outside the Embassy of Sudan in Washington, D.C., on
March 16, 2012

54.

July 10, 2012

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to Representative Vernon G.
Buchanan

55.

August 1, 2012

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to Representative Laura Richardson

56.

September 25, 2012

In the Matter of Representative Maxine Waters

57.

December 20, 2012

In the Matter of Representative Gregory W. Meeks

58.

December 20, 2012

In the Matter of Representative Tim Ryan

59.

December 20, 2012

In the Matter of Representative Shelley Berkley
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APPENDIX F
CASE OUTCOMES

1.

February 8, 1967

In re Adam Clayton Powell

Censure and fine

2.

September 7, 1976

In the Matter of Representative Andrew J.
Hinshaw

No further action

3.

October 6, 1978

In the Matter of Representative John J.
McFall

Reprimand

4.

October 6, 1978

In the Matter of Representative Edward R.
Roybal

Censure

5.

October 6, 1978

In the Matter of Representative Edward J.
Patten

Dismissal of charges

6.

October 6, 1978

In the Matter of Representative Charles H.
Wilson of California

Reprimand

7.

July 19, 1979

In the Matter of Representative Charles C.
Diggs

Censure and restitution of
appropriated funds

8.

March 26, 1980

In the Matter of Representative Daniel J.
Flood

Resignation

9.

May 8, 1980

In the Matter of Representative Charles H.
Wilson

Censure

10.

September 24, 1980

In the Matter of Representative Michael J.
Myers

Expulsion

11.

December 16, 1980

In the Matter of Representative John W.
Jenrette, Jr.

Resignation

12.

May 20, 1981

In the Matter of Representative Raymond F.
Lederer

Resignation

13.

December 14, 1982

Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct
constituted

14.

July 14, 1983

Investigation Pursuant to House Resolution
518 Concerning Alleged Improper or
Illegal Sexual Conduct, Alleged
Illicit Use or Distribution of Drugs,
and Alleged Preferential Treatment
of House Employees by Members,
Officers, or Employees of the House
In the Matter of Representative Gerry E.
Studds

15.

July 14, 1983

In the Matter of Representative Daniel B.
Crane

Reprimand
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Reprimand

16.

November 15, 1983

In the Matter of James C. Howarth

17.

November 17, 1983

18.

July 19, 1984

Investigation Pursuant to House Resolution
12 Concerning Alleged Illicit Use or
Distribution of Drugs by Members,
Officers, or Employees of the House
In the Matter of Representative George V.
Hansen

19.

December 4, 1984

In the Matter of Representative Geraldine
Ferraro

Technical violation of
House Rule XLIV

20.

February 5, 1986

Investigation of Travel on Corporate
Aircraft Taken by Representative
Dan Daniel

No further action

21.

September 30, 1986

Investigation of Financial Transactions of
Representative James Weaver with
his Campaign Organization

No disciplinary action

22.

April 9, 1987

Investigation of Financial Transactions
Participated in and Gifts of
Transportation Accepted by
Representative Fernand J. St
Germain

Amend prior Financial
Disclosure Statements

23.

October 20, 1987

In the Matter of Representative Richard
Stallings

Letter of reproval

24.

December 16, 1987

In the Matter of Representative Austin J.
Murphy

Reprimand

25.

February 18, 1988

In the Matter of Representative Mario
Biaggi

Expulsion

26.

March 23, 1988

In the Matter of Representative Charles G.
Rose III

Letter of reproval

27.

April 17, 1989

In the Matter of Representative James C.
Wright

No further action

28.

October 18, 1989

In the Matter of Representative Jim Bates

Letter of reproval

29.

January 31, 1990

In the Matter of Representative Gus Savage

30.

March 8, 1990

Statement of the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct Regarding
Complaints Against Representative
Newt Gingrich

No further action except for
public release of report
Letter sent directing
corrective action in two of
eight allegations

31.

July 20, 1990

In the Matter of Representative Barney
Frank

Reprimand

32.

October 24, 1990

In the Matter of Representative Donald E.
Lukens

Resignation
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Dismissal from
employment
No further action against
either Representative
Dellums or Representative
Wilson
Reprimand

33.

December 12, 1995

Inquiry into Various Complaints Filed
Against Representative Newt
Gingrich

Investigative Committee
appointed to conduct
Preliminary Inquiry

34.

January 2, 1997

In the Matter of Representative Barbara
Rose-Collins

No further action due to
lost primary election

35.

January 17, 1997

In the Matter of Representative Newt
Gingrich

Reprimand and fine of
$300,000

36.

October 8, 1998

In the Matter of Representative Jay Kim

37.

October 4, 2000

In the Matter of Representative E.G. "Bud"
Shuster

No further action due to
lost primary election
Letter of reproval

38.

June 20, 2001

In the Matter of Representative Earl Hilliard

Letter of reproval

39.

July 19, 2002

In the Matter of Representative James A.
Traficant, Jr.

Expulsion

40.

October 6, 2004

In the Matter of Representative Tom DeLay

Letter of admonition

41.

December 19, 2006

Investigation of Allegations Related to
Improper Conduct Involving
Members and Current or Former
House Pages

Resignation of Rep. Mark
Foley

42.

December 19, 2006

In the Matter of Representative James
McDermott

No further action

43.

October 29, 2009

In the Matter of Representative Sam Graves

Dismissal of complaint

44.

January 29, 2010

In the Matter of Representative Fortney
"Pete" Stark

No further action

45.

February 26, 2010

Public admonishment of
Rep. Charles Rangel
through publication of
report together with
repayment of travel

46.

July 1, 2010

In the Matter of the Investigation into
Officially Connected Travel of
House Members to Attend the Carib
News Foundation Multinational
Business Conferences in 2007 and
2008
In the Matter of Representative Laura
Richardson

47.

November 29, 2010

In the Matter of Representative Charles B.
Rangel

Censure

48.

December 30, 2010

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to the
use of Per Diem on Official Trips

Dismissal of complaint due
to insufficient evidence

49.

January 26, 2011

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to
Fundraising Activities and the House
Vote on H.R. 4173

No further action

50.

August 5, 2011

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to
Representative Luis V. Gutierrez

No further action
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No further action

51.

August 5, 2011

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to
Representative Jean Schmidt

52.

December 20, 2011

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to
Representative Don Young

53.

March 22, 2012

In the Matter Regarding Arrests of
Members of the House During a
Protest Outside the Embassy of
Sudan in Washington, D.C., on
March 16, 2012

Dismissal of complaint

54.

July 10, 2012

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to
Representative Vernon G. Buchanan

No further action

55.

August 1, 2012

In the Matter of Allegations Relating to
Representative Laura Richardson

Reprimand and a fine of
$10,000

56.

September 25, 2012

In the Matter of Representative Maxine
Waters

Letter of reproval

57.

December 20, 2012

In the Matter of Representative Gregory W.
Meeks

No further action

58.

December 20, 2012

In the Matter of Representative Tim Ryan

No further action

59.

December 20, 2012

In the Matter of Representative Shelley
Berkley

No further action
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Repay all outstanding legal
fees and amend prior
Financial Disclosure
Dismissal of complaint

APPENDIX G
TWENTY MOST FREQUENTLY USED CODES
1.

Finding of investigation

163

2.

Committee recommendations

74

3.

Financial disclosure

46

4.

Improper use of government resources

25

5.

Resolution

24

6.

No further action

23

7.

Inaccurate information provided to the
investigative committee

23

8.

Gift rule

22

9.

Partisan political goal

19

10.

Behaviour towards House pages

17

11.

501(c)(3) violation

17

12.

Campaign funds

16

13.

Scope of investigation

14

14.

Discredit the House of Representatives

14

15.

Appearance of impropriety

13

16.

Sexual harassment

12

17.

Reprimand

12

18.

Dismissal of complaint

11

19.

Outside earned income

10

20.

Censure

10
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